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resented from both Houses of Parliament. Two additional 
judges were appointed in 1910, but the total number was 
reduced to sixteen last year by the death of Mr. Justice 
GRANTHAM and the retirement of Mr. Justice LAWRANCE. At the 
close of the year, the state of business obviously required further 
judicial power, but the Government, with the grudging 
policy which characterizes the administration of justice, hoped to 

et off with the addition of a single judge, and Mr. Justice 

AILHACHE was appointed. This, however, has not proved 
efficacious, and the further appointment, doubtless, will shortly 
be made. Such appointment, of course, does not prejudice any 
recommendation which may hereafter be made by the commission 
for the better arrangement of the conduct of the King’s Bench 
Division, and greater economy of time. “ But even,” say the 
Commissioners, “if any of such suggestions could be immediately 
adopted, we should not be justified in recommending them with- 
out full examination of their probable effect on the important 
public interests concerned ; and pending such examination, arrears 
would continue to accumulate, which it is essential to the proper 
administration of justice should be removed.” We hope, however, 
that even if economies in time are effected, they will not involve 
the reduction of the number of judges below what should be the 
normal number of eighteen, unless, perhaps, in pursuance of an 
extension of the county court system. [ven if present arrears 
are cleared off, the business should not always be on the edge of 
new arrears. 

Judges and Population. 

SOME INTERESTING statistics as to the relative proportion of 
judges to population were given in Master MACDONELL's introduc- 
tion to the Civil Judicial Statistics for 1911, which were recently 
issued. The entire number of judges of the Superior Courts 
(exclusive of the Lord Chancellor and the House of Lords and the 
Judicial Committee) is 32, which gives one to 1,130,120 persons. 
The corresponding figures for Ireland appear to be one for 
313,996 persons, and for Scotland one for 366,111; so that, 
assuming other things to be equal, the English judges should 
work about four times as hard as their Scotch and Irish brethren. 
In Australia and New Zealand there are respectively one 
judge to 139,219 and to 168,078 persons. The differences 
in judicial administration in foreign countries make it 
difficult to compare them with England. ‘There has,” says 
Sir JoHN MACDONELL, “been much dispute in German legal 
literature as to the exact equivalent of an English judge in the 
German judicature system. If the Uberlandesgerichte may be 
assumed to be equivalent to the English Supreme Court, in 
Germany (1911) there appears to be one Supreme Court judge 
to 79,566 inbabitants. If the Oberlandesgerichte and Land- 
gerichte are equivalents, the figures would be one to 15,797. As 
regards France, if the Cours d’Appel may be taken as the 
equivalent of the English Supreme Court, the proportion app »ars 
to be one judge to $2,321 inhabitants. If the Tribunaux Civils 
de Premié¢re Instance are included, the figures would appear to 
be one judge to 14,222 inhabitants.” Apparently these figures 
take account of judges rather of the standing of county court 
than of High Court judges, but in any case it would seem that 
England ranks easily first as regards paucity of judges. On the 
other hand, the English judges, if they have to work for their 
wages—if we remember rightly, it was A, L. Smit, M.R., who 
put it thus bluntly—are paid at a substantially higher figure 
than in other countries, and they enjoy, we imagine, greater 
consideration. 

Reversion Duty on Surrender of Lease. 

THe Court of Appeal (Times, 1st inst.) have reversed the 
decision of HorripaGe, J., in Inland Revenue Commissioners v. 
Marquis of Anglesey, and have held that a lessor who accepts a 
surrender of a lease for the purpose of granting a new lease at 
the same rent, and for practically the same term, thereby 
becomes liable to reversion duty, notwithstanding that he gains 
no benefit from the transaction. True it is that the Finance 
Act, 1910, section 13, charges the duty on the “ value of the 
benefit accruing to the lessor by reason of the determination of 
the lease”; but this benefit is not the actual Lenefit ; it is the 
benefit calculated as directed by section 13 (2); that is, by 
subtracting the total value at the date of the lease, ascertained 


value. The lessor is entitled, however, to deduct from 
the present total value capital expenses incurred by himself 
during the lease, and also “all compensation payable” by 
him at the determination of the lease. HorripGe, J., held, 
with what we described at the time as commendable breadth of 
view (p. 207, ante), that the grant of the new lease was “com- 
pensation” payable for the surrender of the old one. But this 
has not been accepted by the Court of Appeal, and we doubt 
whether the construction, however desirable for the purpose 
of avoiding a harsh result of the Act, could reasonably be 
supported. As tke Master of the Rolls pointed out, it was not 
either the right or the duty of the Uourt to consider the policy 
of the Act, whether it worked fairly or not; their sole duty was 
to construe the language used by Parliament. The burden 
of the tax in such a case has, however, been materially reduced 
by section 3 (2) of the Revenue Act, 1911, which, in effect, 
provides that on the premature determination of a lease the 
amount payable shall be only the present value of the tax which 
would be payable on the natural determination of the term. 


Forged Cheques and the Examination of Pass- 
Books, 

THE QUESTION to what extent a customer of a bank is bound 
to examine his pass-book is one of considerable interest, and 
prima facie it might be thought that if he receives the pass- 
book from the bank and subsequently returns it, and especially 
if he does this on numerous occasions, he cannot afterwards 
object in respect of any entry of a cheque which has been 
improperly debited to him. In Kepitigalla Rubber Estates v. 
National Bank of India (1909, 2 K. B. 1010) it was argued that 
the result of such conduct was to create a scttled 
account between the bank and its customer; and cer- 
tainly, from the banking point of view, it is not unreason 
able to require that the customer shall take exception to 
the erroneous entry at the earliest possible date. But 
the same question was raised in Vagliano’s Case, when before the 
Court of Appeal (23 Q. B. D. p. 263), and the court held that there 
was no implied contract as to settlement of account by dealing with 
a pass-book, nor any negligence on the part of a customer in 
failing to call attention to errors. Bray, J., accordingly, in the 
Kepitigalla Case, acted on this view, and allowed a claim in 
respect of forged cheques, notwithstanding the entry of 
them in the pass-book and its subsequent delivery and return. 
In the recent case of Walker v. Manchester and Liverpool 
District Banking Co. (reported elsewhere), where forged cheques, 
drawn by a trustee’s clerk on the trust account, were in 
question, the same point arose before CHANNELL, J., and on 
the authority of the above cases was decide1 in the same way. 
If the bank wishes to bind the customer it must do so in some 
more formal way than by handing out the pass-book ; and with 
some banks it is the practice to require, half-yearly, a written 
acceptance by the customer of the state of his account. 


Leclaratory Orders. 

MORE THAN once in these columrs we have drawn attention 
to the modern tendency which permits a user of declaratory 
orders undreamt of in the philosophy of pre-Judicature Act 
courts of equity. But, perhaps the most striking illustration 
of the far-reaching uses to which this form of action may be 
put is afforded by Mr. Justice SwINFEN Eapy’s recent decision 
in Thornhill vy. Weeks (reported elsewhere). This action was 
brought by the plaintiff, a landowner, against certain persons 1n 
a humble walk of life, whom he alleged to have trespassed upon his 
close ; they had done so in the belief that there existed a public 
right of way. After the commencement of their proceedings 
the Rural District Council, which by section 26 of the Local 
Government Act, 1894, is charged with the duty of defending 
rights of way, although it had not authorized or connived at 
the alleged trespass of the defendants, decided to afford them 
legal assistance in maintaining the existence of such @ 
public right; a resolution was passed to that effect, and their 
clerk, the plaintiff alleged, was instructed to take all necessary 
steps for the defence. Thereupon, the plaintiff added 





the council as a defendant, claiming against them a declaration 
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that there was no public right of way. The council moved to 
strike out its name, on the ground that no right of action 
existed against it, and that it had taken no direct step to 
assert a public right of way ; but, upon the claim being amended 
so as to allege that the council did actually threaten and 
intend to exercise by its agents such right of way, the learned 
judge ruled that it had been properly joined. Taken step 
by step that result is arrived at in this way. First of all, there 
are three possible parties who may intervene to assert by legal 
proceedings a public right of way: any member of the public 
at large who has been actually prevented or obstructed in an 
attempt to use it, the Attorney-General on behalf of the Crown 
by an information in the Chancery Division, and the Rural 
District Council, in virtue of its statutory authority conferred by 
the Local Government Act, 1894, s. 26. Hence, applying 
the principle of Dyson v. Attorney-General (1911, 1K. B. 410), any 
one of these three is in a proper case a suitable defendant in a de- 
claratory action. Secondly, the Rural District Council is entitled 
to assist a defendant who is setting upsuch aright (Rex v. Norfolk 
County Council (1901, 2 K. B. 268) ; such proceeding on its part is 
not ultra vires; hence there is a reasonable danger of its 
action against him to be apprehended by the owner, and this 
he is entitled to anticipate by claiming a declaration against 
the council: Dyson v. Attorney-General (supra). Lastly, since the 
council threatened to exercise such a right by its 
agents at some indefinite future date, even although no 
present intention to exercise it could be established, it is 
a proper party to an action for a declaration of right: Shafto v. 
Bolckow, Vaughan & Co. (1887, 34 Ch. D. 725). Possibly, any 
of these three steps in the chain of reasoning would have availed 
alone, and without the others, to justify the joinder of the 
council, but the learned judge preferred to rely on their united 
force to justify his order. 


Joinder of Actions in Tort. 

Not veERY long before his decision in Thornhill v. Weeks 
(supra), it also fell to the lot of SwinrgENn Eapy, J., to consider 
another practice point of everyday importance, relating to 
the joinder of parties. While the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
ever since 1896, have afforded great latitude for the joinder of 
different actions against the same defendant, where it is con- 
venient to try them upon one writ, there is a rigid limit to such 
joinder when the parties are different. By Ord. 16, r. 1, it is 
provided that “All persons may be joined in one action as 
plaintiffs where if such persons brought separate 
actions any common question of law or fact would 
arise.” A somewhat different form of words is used in 
r. 4, which relates to the joinder of defendants; there the 
sentence runs: “ All persons may be joined as defendants against 
whom the right to any relief is alleged to exist, whether jointly, 
severally, or in the alternative.” These rules are the converse 
of each other, and by r. 11 the court is given a special power 
to strike out any joinder—even if it comes within the rules— 
which might prove embarrassing. Now, although there is the 
difference in wording which we have noted between rr. 1 
and 4, the courts have in practice agreed to regard the test as 
to the propriety of joinder as being exactly the same in both 
cases: Smurthwaite v. Hannay (1894, A. C. at pp. 501, 504); per 
Saitu, L.J., in Sadler v. Great Western Railway Co. (1895, 2 Q. B. 
688) ; Gower v. Couldridge (1898, 1 Q. B. p. 352). It has been 
settled, too, that the rules apply in the case of joint torts as well 
as in the case of joint contracts: Bullock v. London General Omni- 
bus Co, (1907, 1 K. B. 264). Accordingly, it may now be taken 
as settled that in order to claim a right of suing two tort-feasors 
in one writ as co-defenders, a plaintiff must allege against them 
grounds of action which raise “a common question of law or 
fact.” But it is not always easy to make up one’s mind in 
practice as to what is a “ common question of law or fact” ; and 
the case, mentioned below, which came before Mr. Justice 
SwINFEN Eapy is a good illustration of the unexpected difliculties 
which may hedge an apparently very simple and easy point. 


The Meaning of a Joint Nuisance. 
NOTHING, apparently, could be less complicated than the 
relevant facts in the case on which we are commenting (Munday 








v. South Metropolitan Electric Light Co. and New Gutta Percha Co., 
1913, W. N., p. 90) ; and the pleader may well be pardoned if he 
overlooked the treacherous ground on which he was entering 
when he drafted his writ against the two defendants. ‘The plaintiff 
had a house and garden near a high road, from which a private 
road led to his premises and also to the factories of the two 
defendant companies. According to the plaintiff, each of the 
latter made an excessive and noisy user of this private road, 
such as to amount to a nuisance, and he claimed against 
both an injunction as well as damages, Now it was not alleged 
that the defendants joined together, or conspired together to 
commit the nuisance complained of ; so there was not one joint 
tort, but two separate torts. Neither was it clearly alleged that 
the combined action of both defendants taken together con- 
stituted a nuisance which the action of one alone would not have 
been enough to create. Had this been alleged a curiously 
difficult question would have arisen: how far is any tort at 
all committed by two persons, acting togethor, unconsciously 
and without concert, with the result that the product of their 
joint action amounts to a tort, although each in isolation would 
not have created a nuisance? Such joint action may take place 
at the same time by accidental concentration of two independent 
parties on the same spot ; that was what happened in the,leading 
case of Sadler v. Great Western Railway Co, (1896, A. .C. 450), 
where two railway companies were sued in respect of a joint 
nuisance caused by the receiving-houses of both, one on either 
side of the plaintiff's premises. There the court held that the 
torts were separate and distinct, not a joint tort, and could not 
be joined in one writ under this rule. Joint action of the kind 
in question, however, may also cause a nuisance when the separ- 
ate actions of each party are in succession to one another, not 
simultaneous ; the continuity may create a nuisance which other- 
wise would not have existed as the result of the action of one 
alone. Although this point was not clearly raised and fully 
argued in the present case, the principle of Sadler’s Case (supra) 
would seem to govern it, and Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY, in 
fact, relied on that case as his authority for holding that the 
joinder was improper. This he did on the simple ground that, 
on the facts alleged in the statement of claim, a separate tort 
was charged against each defendant. 


Income Tax and Endowment Policies. 

UNDER SECTION 54 of the Income Tax Act, 1853, the amount 
of annual premiums paid for life insurance—the lives being 
those of the taxpayer or his wife—may be deducted from the 
sum returned as assessable income under Schedules D or E. At 
the time of the passing of the Act of 1853, the system of 
combining “ endowment” with life insurance was in vogue, though 
this kind of business has increased in volume very much since 
that date. Shortly, an endowment policy means a policy under 
which the sum assured, or part of it, is payable during life. 
To that extent the policy is more than one of purely life 
insurance. The premium payable under an endowment policy 
may be double or treble the amount which would be payable 
for an insurance on the life only of the assured. It appears 
to have been always contended by the Income Tax Com- 
missioners that the section of the Income Tax Act, 1853, above 
referred to, gave no legal right to a deduction of any part of 
the premium which could not be referred to the contract of life 
insurance only ; but in practice, deduction of the whole amount of the 
premium paid on endowment policies has been hitherto allowed. 
The questionof the right of the assured taxpayerto make the deduce 
tion has at length, however, been brought before the courts for 
judicial decision. In Gould v. Curtis (1912, 1 K.-B. 635) it was 
decided by Hamitron, J. (as he then was), that fall deduction 
of the amount paid as premium was the legal right of the income 
taxpayer who had insured his life under an endowment policy, and 
this decision was affirmed on the 18th ult. by the Court of Appeal 
The decision is likely to cover most cases of endowment policies 
taken out by income taxpayers, since the assured admitted that 
he had taken out the policy partly for the purpose of an invest- 
ment, and not solely in order to insure his lite. Also, the sum 
payable (if paid during his lifetime) was to be £200, whilst in 
the event of death before receiving payment his representatives 
would only be entitled to £100. Holders of endowment policies 
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may now, therefore, deduct, under Schedules D and E of the 
Income Tax Acts, the premiums paid, not merely as a matter of 
grace and practice, but as a matter of strict right. 








Hotchpot Clauses and Settlements 
by Reference. 


THE decision of SARGANT, J., in Re Fraser's Settlement (p. 462, 
ante), on the effect of a hotchpot clause where different funds 
are comprised in the same settlement, contains a very careful 
examination of the cases on the subject, and, apart from the satis- 
factory nature of the result, it promises well, if we may be 
permitted to say so, for the character of the learned judge’s 
contributions to the elucidation of the law. 

The particular point involved can be shortly stated. A 
fund, say, of £40,000 is settled upon the usual trusts giving 
the parents a power of appointment among the children of the 
marriage ; then, subject to any exercise of the power, for the 
children equally ; with a hotchpot clause. A second fund of 
£20,000 is settled upon the same trusts, not repeating them, 
but simply referring to them as the trusts of the first fund, and 
not mentioning the hotchpot clause. There are five children 
of the marriage, A, B, C, D, and E, and an appointment of 
£20,000 out of the first fund is made to A. No further 
appointment is made of the first fund, and no appointment at 
all is made of the second fund. Apart from the hotchpot 
clause, A would take £20,000 and £4,000, or £24,000, out of 
the first fund, and each of B, C, D, and E would take £4,000 ; and 
they all would take £4,000 out of the second fund ; thus, the 
total sums are £28,000 and four sums of £8,000. The hotchpot 
clause is admittedly inserted in order to introduce equality, so far 
as possible, as to the first fund ; and since an equal division would 
give Ano more than £8,000, he can take nothing beyond the 
£20,000 appointed to him, and there is £20,000 to go to the 
others in sums of £5,000 each. Then the question arises whether 
the remaining inequality can be further redressed on the division 
of the second fund. To do this it is necessary to add the two 
funds together, making an aggregate fund of £60,000, and to 
apply the hotchpot clause to the aggregate fund. Equal division 
would give eech £12,000; A has already had more than this, so 
he gets nothing further, and there is £40,000, to be divided among 
the other four, leaving the total apportionment at £20,000 and 
four sums of £10,000, a result which is still a long way from 
redressing the inequality. But ifthe funds cannot be aggregated 
then A takes £24,000 in the whole, and each of the others has 
£9,000. 

Primé facie, the obvious plan is to aggregate the two funds 
and apply the hotchpot clause to the resulting whole, and 
this is the natural result of declaring the trusts of the second 
fund by reference to those of the first. Nortu, J., adopted 
this course in [te Perkins (41 W. R. 170), where there was a fund 
settled on certain trusts for children with a hotchpot clause, and 
two other funds were settled on the same trusts by reference 
without repeating the hotchpot clause. It was contended that the 
hotchpot clause could only be applied separately to each fund, 
and that an appointment of a share of one fund was not to be 
brought into account in the distribution of another fund. But 
Nortu, J., held that this would be contrary to the general 
intention of the will. There was, in effect, a settlement of a single 
fund, and not three settlements of separate funds. Consequently 
the hotchpot clause applied to all the funds as one 
aggregate fund. In ite Marquis of Bristol (1897, 1 Ch. 946), 
however, Romer, J., objected that this had the result of 
altering the trusts of the first fund, and he treated two funds 
under a settlement as distinct for the purpose of hotchpot, and 
STIRLING, J., arrived at the same result in Re North (76 L. T. 
186) ; and these decisions have been recently followed in Re 
Cavendish (1912, 1 Ch. 794), and Re Marke Wood (1913, 1 Ch. 
303). 

In Re Cavendish a marriage settlement settled a fund of 
£15,000 belonging to the wife, and there was a covenant to 
settle her after-acquired property, under which about £25,000 
subsequently fell in. The whole of the £15,000 was appointed 





to one child of the marriage, A, and no appointment was made of 
the £25,000. Parker, J., held that the funds were distinct, 
and that A was entitled to share in the £25,000. He appears 
to have been chiefly impressed by the consideration just men- 
tioned——the alteration of the trusts of the first fund involved in 
applying the hotchpot clause to the two as an aggregate fund. 
Similarly, in Re Marke Wood (supra), NEVILLE, J., said ; “I am 
very much impressed with the view taken by both Romer, J., 
and PARKER, J.,in the cases cited, namely, that if you’ amalga- 
mate the two hotchpot clauses, you do alter the trusts of the first 
fund, which were declared without reference to anything else, 
and you alter them because another fund has been settled by 
reference to the settlement of the first fund. Unless there is 
something to indicate an intention on the part of the testator 
that that should be done, it seems to me a very strong thing to 
do, and a thing no more justifiable in the case of a will than it 
is in the case of a deed.” 

It seems, however, that too much importance has been attached 
to the idea that the aggregation of the two funds, and the 
application of the hotehpot clause to the whole as a single fund, 
involves an alteration of the trusts of the first fund. You must, 
as SARGANT, J., pointed out in Re Fraser’s Settlement (supra), take 
the instrument as a whole, and until you do so, you cannot be 
said to be altering the trusts in the earlier part of it by giving a 
construction to the trust declared in the second part of it. This 
gives the key to the wbole matter, and brings *t back to the 
position which NortH, J., took up in Re Perkins (supra). The 
intention of the hotchpot clause is to introduce equality, 
and when separate funds are settled on referential trusts, 
this equality is quite clearly to be applied to the settle- 
ment as a whole, and not to a single fund. In Re Fraser's 
Settlement (supra) there was a settlement of a husband’s fund 
and a wife’s fund, with a hotchpot clause which in terms 
applied to both. Then there was a covenant for settlement 
of the after-acquired property of the wife, under which some 
£11,000 fell in. It would bave been easy for SARGANT, J., to 
follow Le Cavendish (supra), and hold that this was to be treated 
as a separate fund, and, indeed, it required some boldness to 
depart from the recent decisions and place the matter once again 
on a sound footing. In terms the learned judge did not profess 
todo this. He held that, on the particular settlement before him, 
the intention was to aggregate the funds, but this is a natural 
deduction in the case of a covenant to settle after-acquired 
property. The real effect of the judgment is that the technical 
subtlety introduced in Re Marquis of Bristol (supra) was set aside, 
and the decision given on a common-sense view of the whole 
instrument. Of course, in a well-drawn settlement, express provi- 
sion is made for aggregating the funds for the purpose of the 
hotchpot clause. 








More About Mortgages by Demise. 
L 


Introductory remarks.—In a former article (56 Soricrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 220) we discussed the effect of a demise by a tenant 
for years. We explained that the demise conferred on the 
sub-lessee a legal interest ; that is, if the Jand were in lease at 
the date of the demise, a legal term, and if this were not the 
case, an interesse termini, which could be turned into a legal term 
by the entry of the sub-lessee. We also showed that in neither 
case was the original term affected, except by its being turned 
into a reversion. 

Distinction between mortgage by assignment and mortgage by 
demise.—It is not necessary, for the present purpose, to discuss 
at length the distinctions between a mortgage by assignment 
and one by demise. Jt will be sufficient to say that 
where the mortgage is made by assignment the head term 
is not liable to be forfeited by a breach of covenant by 
the mortgagor, or to be disclaimed by his trustee in bank- 
ruptcy ; but that if it is made by demise, it may be forfeited 
by the act of the mortgagor, or may be disclaimed by his trustee 
in bankruptcy ; and that where this is the case, the mortgagee can 
in most cases obtain relief from the court against the forfeiture 
or disclaimer on having the term vested in him. 
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The tendency at the present time is to take leasehold 
‘mortgages by demise; but although in most cases this 
practice, if the mortgage contains the provisions now usually 
inserted, is practically safe, it may be doubted whether it 
might not be better to take the mortgage by assignment 
(except in special cases), so as to avoid the costs of an appli- 
cation to the Court, or of appointing a new trustee if any- 
thing should go wrong. It need hardly be stated that, as 
trustees ought never to be put under personal liability, they 
should always take a mortgage by demise. 

How to obviate objections to mortgage by demise.—The objections 
to a mortgage by demise can be obviated by inserting provisions 
in the mortgage enabling the mortgagee to convey the head term 
to a person other than the mortgagor. This may be done in two 
ways :— 

(1) By making the mortgagor a trustee of the reversion 
retained by him for the mortgagee, with power to the latter at 
any time to appoint a new trustee in his place, and, 

(2) By giving a power of attorney tothe mortgagee, enabling 
him to dea! with the legal estate in the head term as the 
attorney of the mortgagor. 

It is, perbaps, necessary to say that a man cannot be trustee 
for himself on the ground that where a legal and an equitable 
estate, equal and co-extensive, unite in the same person, the latter 
merges in the former (Selby v. Alston, 3 Ves. 339; Re Selous, 
1901, 1 Ch. 921); the result of which is that if a binding 
contract for sale is made by the mortgagee with a purchaser, and 
the mortgagee attempts to appoint the latter trustee of the 
reversion of the head lease and to vest the legal estate in him 
by means of a vesting declaration, the transaction is void and 
the legal estate remains in the mortgagor. We call the reader's 
special attention to this point, because we have often heard it 
said that the legal estate can be conferred on the purchaser by 
means of a vesting declaration. A person who uses this 
language is probably of opinion that the legal estate can be 
conferred on the purchaser by the direct action of the mortgagee, 
while, as we have shown, he cannoé do so, but he can transfer 
the legal estate to him indirectly by first vesting it in another 
person. 

The proper manner of vesting the legal estate in a purchaser 
is to appoint a stranger to be the new trustee, and to make a 
vesting declaration in bis favour, and for him to concur in the 
conveyance. The appointment and vesting declaration may be 
included in the conveyance to the purchaser, or may be made by 
a separate deed. 

Bearizg in mind that the appointment of a trustee and the 
vesting declaration require two stamps of ten shillings each, it 
will be better, where possible, to get in the legal estate by an 
exercise of the power of attorney. Where the property is 
being sold in lots, expense will be saved by appointing one 
person as the trustee of all the property, and by the same deed 
vesting all the property in him by declaration. If the whole of 
the property is sold at once, the risk that the new trustee incurs 
on his liability on the covenant by the lessee, as being the assign 
of the head lease, is not very serious ; but where the covenants 
are onerous, and there is a probability that some of the property 
will not be sold immediately, some provision for his indemnity 
ought to be made. Probably a covenant by the mortgagee to 
indemnify him will in most cases be sufficient. 

Trust of nominal reversion.—In mortgages by demise it is the 
practice of most practitioners to grant the mortgage term for 
the unexpired residue of tte head term except the last day 
thereof. If more than one mortgage is created, it is convenient 
to except different numbers of days in the different mortgages, 
as so doing facilitates recitals. The mortgagor declares himself 
a trustee for the mortgagee, of the excepted day or days (which 
is sometimes called the “ nominal reversion ”), with power for the 
mortgagee at any time to remove him from being a trustee, and 
to make a declaration vesting the nominal reversion in the new 
trustee. 

The result ‘seems to be that the head term (except the nominal 
reversion) will always remain in the mortgagor, and will be 
liable, after a purchaser from the mortgagee has gone into 
possession, to be forfeited by a breach of a covenant by the 





lessee or condition contained in the head lease. As a general 
rule, this is not likely to happen, but it must be remembered 
that a condition against bankruptey contained in the lease, 
cannot be relieved against by the Court. 

Trust of whole reversion.—W here a mortgage is made by demise 
with a declaration of trust of the head term for the mortgagee 
with power for him to appoint a new trustee, it is clear that, if he 
exercises his power and makes a vesting declaration, nothing 
remains in the mortgagor. The question, however, if the trust 
is only for the last day of the term, as to the effect of a vesting 
declaration, is perhaps not free from doubt. It is the opinion 
of many practitioners that in this case the whole of the head term 
passes by the vesting declaration, but it is difficult to see how 
this can be the case, as the words of the mortgage deal with the 
last day of the term only. It is worth while to consider the 
history of the clause. 

Formerly it was the practice to take mortgages of leaseholds by 
assignment, as it was thought that a mere mortgagee was not 
liable as assignee on the covenants by the lessee : Eaton v. Jacques 
(2 Doug. 455). The decision in Williams vy. Bosanque! (1 Brod. 
& B. 238) showed that this opinion was erroneous, and it 
became the practice to take the mortgage by demise. This decision 
was given in 1820, but as late as 1839 it was a moot point between 
conveyancers whether to insert a trust of the nominal reversion 
ornot. Mr. JARMAN (5 Byth. 509) objected to insert the trust, 
but Mr. Davipson (3 Martin’s Prec. by Davidson, 537), approved 
of inserting it. It should be observed, however, that the 
trust was declared, not for the mortgagee himself, but in favour of 
a purchaser from him, and Mr. DAvIDSON, in the 4th edition of his 
Precedents, published in 1881, makes the declaration in favour of 
the mortgagee himself. Finally, the late Mr. WOLSTENHOLME 
adopted the practice of inserting a trust of the whole of the head 
term —not of the last day only—in trust for the mortgagee. Mr. 
WOLSTENHOLME’s practice has been followed in the two last 
editions of PRIDEAUX’ Precedents. 

It is clear that these eminent conveyancers considered that there 
was a distinction between a trust of the whole of the head term 
and a trust of the last day of it. Now, although the practice of 
conveyancers cannot make the law, still it is of great weight in 
deciding doubtful questions : see per JAMES, L.J.,in Re Ford & Hill 
(10 Ch. D. at p. 370); per Jesset, M.R., in Re Athill (16 Ch. D. 
at p. 223) ; and per Epon, C., in Howard v. Ducane (1 T. & R. 
at p. 87). It appears to us that, as the practice of conveyancers 
recognizes the difference between the effect of a trust of the whole 
term and that of the last day of the term, and as this difference is 
in accordance with the words of the deed, it is a valid difference. 
The result appears to be that it is safer for the mortgagee to take 
a trust of the whole term rather than of the last day of it, in 
cases at Jeast where the lease contains a clause of forfeiture on the 
bankruptcy of the mortgagor. 

It is right to add that the distinction here drawn between a 
trust of the last day of, and of the whole of the head term, is not 
recognized by all conveyancers. H. W. E. 

(To be continued.) ~ 


Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 

Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility, arranged in 
Alphabetical and Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. 
Vol. XVIL., Part 2. containing Statutes of Practical Utility passed 
in 1912 and down to March, 1913. By W. H. Acas, M.A., LL.M., 
Jarrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Criminal Law.—Criminal Appeal Cases, Reports of Cases in 
the Court of Criminal Appeal, March 10th, 18th and 19th, 1913. 
Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. Vili, Feet 7 
Stephens & Haynes. 3s. 6d. net. 

Workmen’s Compensation.—Reports of Cases under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts. Also Cases on Insurance Law, 
including those under the National Insurance Act (exclusive of 
Marine Insurance). Edited by WILLIAM E. JorDan, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. 1913, Part IT. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Subscription for 1913 ,12s. 6d. 


6s. 








May 3, 1913. 





476 __THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Digest.—Mews’ Digest of English Case Law. Quarterly issue, 
April, 1913. By Jonn Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 5s. net. (Annual 
subscription, 17s.) 








Correspondence. 


Transfer of Mortgage on Payment Of. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—By section 15 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, a mortgagor 
who is entitled to redeem has power to require the mortgagee, 
instead of re-conveying, and on the terms on which he would be 
bound to re-convey, to assign tke mortgage debt and convey the 
mortgaged property to any third person ; and by section 12 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1882, this right appears to be extended to 
subsequent incumbrancers. 

By sub-section 2 of the first-mentioned section, it is provided that 
the section shall not apply in the case of a mortgagee being or having 
been in possession. 

What is the position of a first mortgagee, who having entered into 
possession of the mortgaged property, receives a tender of his 
principal and interest from a second mortgagee, with a request for a 
transfer of his (the first mortgagee’s) security ? It seems clear that 
a first mortgagee, having once entered into possession, could not safely 
transfer his security to a second incumbrancer, as he would remain 
liable for “ wilful default” committed by the transferee. 

On the other hand, if there is a re-conveyance, which presumably 
would have to be made to the mortgagor, what form is such re- 
conveyance to take, and how are the rights of the second mortgagee 
to be protected ? 

Would the first mortgagee be justified in transferring to the 
second mortgagee or his nominee, provided the mortgagor joined in 
the transfer, which was expressed to be made at his request ? 

April 30. MortcGaGer’s Souicrror. 


[We hope to notice this letter next week.—Ep. S../-] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


MUIR v. WILLIAM JENKS & CO. No. 1. 25th April. 


Practice—LiquipaTeD DEMAND—JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE 
MIsTAKE— OVERSTATEMENT OF AmMouNT Due—Settine Asive Jupc- 
MENT—Orpb. 13, R. 3. 








Where a plaintiff has signed judgment against a defendant in default 
of appearance for a liquidated demand in excess of the sum actually 
due, the original debt having been reduced by a payment made by a 
surety on account, the defendant, failing amendment by the plaintiff, 
is entitled to have the judqment set aside. 

Hughes v. Justin (1894, 1 Q. 2. 667) followed. 

Decision of Bucknill, J., reversed. 


Appeal from a decision of Bucknill, J. The question was as to the 
effect of drawing up a judgment which overstated by £20 the amount 
due. The plaintiff was a stockbroker employed by the defendant 
Jenks, trading as William Jenks & Co., and owed a considerable sum 
on the balance of an account. Having been served with a bankruptcy 
notice, an agreement was entered into by which, in consideration of the 
withdrawal of the bankruptcy petition, he agreed to pay £328 16s. 7d. 
by monthly instalments of £10 a month, the whole to become due on 
failure to pay any instalment. His son Edward Jenks agreed to guar 
antee the payment of the instalments as each fell due. On the Ist of 
May, 1912, the instalments for April and May were due and unpaid, 
and the plaintiff issued two separate writs against the defendant and 
his son respectively, claiming payment from the father of the whole 
debt, and from the son of the instalments guaranteed. An interview 
then took place between the plaintiff and Edward Jenks, who paid 
£20 on account. On the 15th of May, no appearance having been 
entered for the defendant, judgment was signed by the plaintiff against 
him for £328 16s. 7d., and £4 15s. costs, and a bankruptcy notice was 
subsequently issued. The defendant tock out a summons to have judg- 
ment set aside, but the master held that he had a discretion which he 
refused to exercise in his favour on account of unnecessary delay, and 
his decision was upheld by Bucknill, J. : ‘ 

Bucktey, L.J. : Under the circumstances of this case the defendant 
is entitled to have the judgment set aside. Having stated the facts 
down to the date of judgment, his lordship proceeded : It is not dis- 
puted that the judgment was for a wrong amount. Later, a bank- 
ruptcy notice was issued for the difference between the £328 16s. 7d. 
and £55, the amount which had then been paid by the son under his 
guarantee. The bankruptcy notice, therefore, was given for the correct 
amount, but based on an incorrect judgment. This fact was brought 
to the master’s notice, and an amendment was suggested by him, but 
plaintiff's counsel said that would be unavailing, as no amendment 
could affect the validity of the notice. It is now suggested that the 





defendant has precluded himself by delay from setting aside the judg- 
ment. But the matter does not turn on delay; the judgment is for a 
wrong amount, and the person who has obtained it has not taken any 
opportunity of setting himself right. Anlaby v. Pretorius (20 
Q. B. D. 764) is inapplicable, as there the judgment was signed for the 
right amount, but before it was due. The case which to my mind 
is in point is Hughes v. Justin (1894, 1 Q. B. 667), where, after issue 
but before service of writ, the parties met and agreed to reduce the 
debt. Judgment was*signed, however, but for the original full amount. 
As was said by Lopes, L.J., in that case: ‘‘ The plaintiff ought to 
represent the court as having given judgment only for the sum that 
was really due to him.”’ If a plaintiff in the absence of the defendant, 
proceeding under the rules, signs judgment for a larger amount than 
he is entitled to, and does not elect to reduce the amount by amend- 
ment under Ord. 28, r. 1ll—a right exercised in Armitage vy. 
Parsons (1908, 2 Q. B. 410)—then the defendant is entitled to set the 
judgment aside. The defendant is entitled to say to the plaintiff that 
as it has been sought to enforce a wrong judgment by means of a 
bankruptcy notice, he may set it aside. The appeal must be allowed 
with costs. 

Kennepy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. The case, he 
said, was governed by the decision in Hughes v. Justin (supra).— 
Counset, F. Dodd; FE. W. Hansell. Sottcrrors, H. F. K. Ireland; 
Cohen & Cohen. 

[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE rv. GRIBBLE AND 
OTHERS. No. 1. 23rd April. 


RevENvE—REVERSION Duty—ExempTion oF REVERSION ‘‘ PURCHASED” 
—MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT—F inance (1909-10) Act, 1910, s. 14, sup- 
SECTION 1. 

Where a reversion expectant upon the determination of a lease is con- 

veyed by a marriage settlement dated before the 30th of April, 1909, 

the reversion is not ‘‘ purchased’ within the meaning of the exemption 


from duty contained in the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, s. 14 (1). 


Appeal from a decision of Horridge, J. (reported 1913, 1 K. B. 220), 
sitting on the Revenue side of the King’s Bench Division, allowing an 
appeal of the Commissioners from the decision of a referee. The 
appellants were the trustees of a marriage settlement dated the 1st of 
August, 1888, whereby certain freehold houses in Chalk Farm-road, St. 
Pancras, subject to leases made for ninety-four years from Michaelmas, 
1816, were conveyed to them, upon the marriage of F. C. Coxhead and 
A. B. Gribble, to hold upon the usual trusts. The leases expired on 
the 29th of September, 1910, and the Commissioners assessed the trus- 
tees to reversion duty in respect of the benefit accruing to them by 
the determination of the leases under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 
s. 13. The appellants claimed that under s. 14 (1) of the Act exempt- 
ing from duty reversions purchased before the 30th of April, 1909, 
where the lease determines within forty years of the purchase, they 
were not liable to pay any ‘duty, as the settlement constituted a “‘ pur 
chase’’ of the reversion within the meaning of the section. Horridge, 
J., held that the settlement was not a ‘‘ purchase’”’ within the exemp- 
tion conferred by the section. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the appeal raised an important 
question under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and if he felt that 
any consideration of the matter would lead him to alter his views, he 
would reserve judgment, but he had come to the conclusion that the 
decision of Horridge, J., was right, and that ‘‘purchase’’ in this 
section had the ordinary meaning of “ buy.’’ Having read sections 
13 and 14, dnd stated the facts of the case, his lordship proceeded. 
In his opinion the persons claiming under the marriage settlement 
could not possibly be purchasers within the section. Marriage, of 
course, was a valuable—indeed, the highest—consideration, but he could 
see no ground for holding that, apart from the technicalities of real 
property law, the word “ purchase ’’ had any other than the ordinary 
popular meaning. The case of the mortgagee had been referred to, 
as showing that ‘‘ purchase’’ must be given a wide meaning, but he 
was protected under s. 39, sub-section 4, by which he was entitled to 
add to his security any sum which he became liable to pay for duty 
under the Act. None of the cases cited satisfied him that ‘‘ purchase ”’ 
was used in any other than the popular sense. 

Rucktey, L.J., in a dissenting judgment, said the case raised a very 
difficult question. The policy of the section was to relieve from the 
payment of reversion duty persons who before the Act had purchased 
for value reversions expectant on the determination of leases. It would 
not be fair to saddle them with a new and unexpected duty, having 
regard to the fact that they had paid the whole value of the reversion 
to the seller. The word “ purchase’? might mean (1) a buyer for 
money ; (2) a buyer for money or money’s worth; (3) a purchaser for 
valuable consideration; or (4) a person who took property otherwise 
than by descent. The Solicitor-General contended for the first mean- 
ing, but his lordship could see no difference between a transaction for 
money or money’s worth, and thought that in this section ‘ pur- 
chase ’’ meant “‘ acquire for value.’’ It was worthy of note that the 
same statute imposed for the first time stamp duties ad valorem upon 
voluntary conveyances, but in so doing conveyances in consideration 
of marriage were expressly exempted, probably on grounds of public 
policy. He read the section as apvlying to the case of any reversion 
upon a lease acquired for value. There was another consideration, a 
commonplace in taxing statutes; the Act must be construed as im- 
posing the duty only on those persons who were plainly within its 
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terms. He agreed that ‘‘purchaser’’ could not be extended to the 
technical real property sense of the word, but that was not here a 
relevant consideration. 

Kennepy, L.J., who observed that there was no noun in use to 
signify the object bought except the word ‘ purchase,”’ delivered a 


judgment in agreement with that of the Master of the Rolls, and the | 


appeal therefore was dismissed. The Solicitor-General did not ask for 
costs.—COUNSEL, Ryde, K, C., and Konstam ; Sir John Simon, 8.-G.., 
and W. Finlay. Soxicrrors, Godden, Son, & Holme; 
Inland Revenue. 

(Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barvister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THORNHILL AND ANOTHER v. WEEKS AND OTHERS. 
Swinfen Eady, J. Ist April. 
PracticeE—R1cHt oF 
AvTHORITY AS DEFENDANT—MorTION TO STRIKE OuT—DECLARATION 
Onty ASKED—RuzicHT or Locat AvTHOoRITY To Alp IN DEFENDING 


GOVERNMENT Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vict., c. 73), s. 26. 

Where an action for trespass is brought against persons who claim 
a right of way, and the highway authority of the district resolve ti 
assist the defendants in proving that there is such a right of way, such 
highway authority can be added as defendants to the action. 

The owner of an estate closed and locked the gates of a carriage drive 
upon the estate, with the object of excluding the public. Three persons 
broke the locks and entered upon the drive for the purpose of asserting | 


a public right of way over it, upon which the owner brought an action | 
| the court, threaten and intend by their surveyor and servants to exer- 


against them for trespass. The Andover Rural District Council, act- 
ing under the provisions of section 26 of the Local Government Act, 
1894, passed a resolution that the ecuncil should assist the defendants | 


in the action, in order that the right of way might be maintained, and | 
clerk to the council to take all necessary steps. The | ie not now necessary that cons¢ 


| under the old Chancery Procedure Act, 1852 


wistructed the 
owner thereupon obtained leave to amend his statement of claim in the 
action by adding the council as defendants, and claimed against them | 
a declaration that there was no right of way, together with an ieijunc- 
tion to restrain them from so asserting. 

Held, following the decisions in Shafto v. Bolekow, Vaughan, & Co. | 
(1887, 34 Ch. D. 705), and Hext v. Gill (1869, Z. R. 7 Ch. 669) 
that, although the council had not themselves or by their agents entered 
upon the laud, nor taken any active part in the dispute, neverthels 
as claiming a right to assist in the assertion of the right of way, they 
were properly joined as parties to the action. 

This was a motion by the Rural District Council of Andover that | 
the statement of claim by the plaintiffs in the above action, amended 
so as to join the council as defendants, might be struck out in so far 
as it related to the council, on the ground that it disclosed no reason- 
able cause of action, and that the action as against the council might 
be dismissed. The plaintiff Thornhill was the owner of the Drayton 
Estate, Southampton. The co-plaintiff Judd was the tenant occupier 
of a carriage drive leading across the estate to the mansion house, the 
entrance to the drive being through iron gates. On the Ist of Feb 
ruary, 1912, Thornhill caused the gates to be locked and fastened, for 
the purpose of excluding the public. The defendants Weeks, French, 
and White were residents of an adjoining village, and, being anxious | 
to assert and maintain a public right of way through the drive, they 
broke the fastenings of the gates, and, accompanied by other persons, 
entered the drive and walked through it across the estate. The plaintiff 
then issued a writ against the three defendants, claiming an injunction 
to restrair them from trespassing. The dispute having been brought 
to the notice of the Rural district Council of Andover, they, on the 
25th of October, 1912, passed a resolution that the council should assist 
Weeks, French, and White in maintaining their defence to the action, 
and instructed their clerk to take all necessary steps. The resolution 
was passed in accordance with the provisions of section 26 of the 
Local Government Act, 1894. Upon hearing of this resolution, the | 
plaintiffs decided to join the council as defendants to the action, and 
they obtained leave to amend their statement of claim by adding the 
following paragraphs :—‘‘ The defendants, the Rural District Council 
of Andover (hereinafter called the ‘‘council’’), in fact justify and 
approve the acts of the other defendants herein complained of, and 
allege that euch defendants are and were entitled to commit the same, 
and also assert that there is a public right of footway over the premises 
in paragraph 4 hereinbefore mentioned. In accordance with such asser 
tion, the council on the 25th of October, 1912, passed a resolution 
that the council should defend this action, and their clerk was directed 
to take all necessary steps for the defence. All such necessary stens 
have subsequently been taken, pursuant to such resolution. The 
plaintiffs claim, as against the defendants the Rural District Council 
of Andover, a declaration that there is not any public right of way over 
or public footway upon the said carriage drive, the said yards and 
grounds of Drayton Lodge, and the said nart of the park, or on or 
over any part of the said premises, and that the council may be 
restrained by injunction from asserting that there is a public right of 
way over or upon the said premises.’’ The council now moved that 


these two paragraphs should be struck out, and the action against the 
council dismissed. Ord. 16, r. 11, empowers the court to strike ont 
the names of any parties to an action improperly joined, and by ord.: 





Way—Locat AvtHorItY—JOINDER OF LOCAL | my. ; E :: 
That would have -been asking 


25, r. 4, any pleading may be struck out where no reasonable cause 
of action is disclosed. Counsel for the motion said : The council claim 
no right for themselves, and have not themselves, or by their agents, 
set foot upon the plaintiffs’ lands. They simply allege that the public 
have a right of way, and the proper persons to be attacked are 
members of the public. The council have done nothing to render them- 
| selves — to be sued, and have only exercised their permissive 
statutory right to assist in the defence ot the action by others, con- 


Solicitor of |. ferred upon them by section 26 of the Local Government Act, 1894. 


[There is no suggestion that the council had _ instigated the 
je defendants to enter on the drive. This case is different from 
Shafto v. Bolckow, Vaugham, &: Co. (1887, 34 Ch. D. 725), because 
there the persons joined had a distinct personal interest in the sub- 
ject matter of the dispute, which they might have exercised on their 
Hext y. Gill (1872, 7 Ch. App. 799) and Tipping 


own account alone. 


| 
& . Eckersley (2 K. and J. 264) were both cases of establishing pro- 


wrietary rights, but there is no such case here. The question here is, 
Seal the plaintiffs have brought an action against the council alone? 
for a declaratory judgment in respect 


| of an alleged right which the council acting for themselves had never 


| 


|i il authorities are given 


| Tipping v. Eckersley (2 K 


i & Sh I hard. 


. “ - | . rit r eve atene infringe. 
Rutes or Supreme Court, orp. 16, r. 11, orp. 25, r. 5—Locar | fringed or even threatened to infring 


The effect of 7'he King v. 
orfolle Ci unty Council (1901, 2 K. B. 268) is that, although 
statutory powers to assist other 
persons to defend right of way cases, it is not 
intended that they should themselves be joined as defendants. 
Counsel for the plaintiffs in the action contended that this case was 
covered by the case of Leckhampton James Co. (Limited) v. Belling r 


| & Cheltenham Urban District Council (20 T. L. R. 559), which is in 


accord with the ruling of Chitty, J., in Shafto v. Bolckow (ubi supra), 
They were willing to meet the objection of the defendants by adding 
to their statement of claim that the defendants, unless restrained by 


cise the alleged rights, and to trespass upon the premises described 
in the statement of claim. By rule five of the order 25 the juris- 
diction is enlarged, and a mere declaratory judgment is allowed. It 
quential relief should be sought as 
(15 & 16 Vict. c. 86), 
Rarraclouah vy. Brown and Others (1897. A. C. 615), Dyson \v 
{ftorney-General (1911, 1 K. B. 410), Be Burghes v. Attorney-General 


| (1911, 2 Ch. 139). It is highly convenient that in such a case as this 


it should be possible to obt in a declaratory judgment against the 
highway authority as agent for the public. 

Swrnren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said : In my opinion the 
plaintiff izht to have leave to make the proposed amendment so as to 
enable the real question to be raised. No question of damages arises, 
since the council are not responsible for the acts of the other defend- 
ants, and the only point in dispute is whether or not there is a right 
of way. Treating the statement of claim ae amended, it cannot be 
said that it discloses no cause of action against the council. They 
have under the statute the duty of safeguarding public right of way, 
and they are insisting on asserting that here there is a right of way, 
and they threaten to exercise it- by their servants and agents. I am 
of opinion that the judgment of Chitty, J., in Shafto v. Bolckow 
(34 Ch. TD. 728) is avthoritv that the council are pronrer narties to the 
action. He there said: ‘‘ As was said, though not for the first time, 
in Hext v. Attorney-General (7 Ch. 699 and 711), and there laid down, 
where persons claim to have the right to do a thing even though 
saying they have no present intention of doing it, they are proper 
parties to a bill for a declaration of right and for an injunction : 
inl J. 264 and 270). T have alwavs under 


stood it to be settled practice that when a person claims a right that 
is a ground for making him a party to an action for an injunction.” 
In my opinion this is exactly the position of the council in this case 


In view of the cases of Dyson v. Attorney-General and durghes v. 
{ttorney-General (ubi supra) it cannot be said that a claim for a 
declaration is not sustainable. With regard to the question of the 


council wishing to avoid liability for costs, it will be open to them, 
after seeing the statement of claim, to accept the position that there is 
no right of way, and to put in no defence, T accordingly refuse the 
motion, and grant the plaintiffs in the action leave to amend.—CounseL, 


Pichards : fustin. SoLiciTors, 


Peterson, KC... and Whit 
Graham, Andover; Chapman, Walker, 


Indermaur & Brown, for W. P 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
?e GORDON AND ADAMS’ CONTRACT. Eve, J. 17th April. 


Setrtep Lanp Act—Setttep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicrt., c. 38)— 
TRUSTEES FOR Purposes or ACT—ComMPoUND SETTLEMENT—APPOINT- 
MENT. 

A testator gave a general power of appointment over his real estate 
to his wife. After his death she appointed the property by will to 
W.G. for tife, who in exercise of his powers as tenant for life con- 
tracted to sell the property. The purchaser objected to the title om 
the ot that there were no trustees for the purposes of the Settled 
Land Act of the compound settlement created by the two wills 

Held, that a good title could be made without any further appoint- 
ment of trustees. 

This was an adjourned summons taken out by a vendor to have it 
determined whether it was necessary in order to make a good title to 
appoint trustecs for the purposes of the Settled Land Act. By his will 
John Pritchard, who died in 1892, empowered hie wife to appoint as 
she might think fit all or any of his property. By her will the widow 
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appointed the real estate devised by the will of her husband to the use 
of w. P. Gordon for life. In July, 1912, the said W. P. Gordon, in 
exercise of his powers as tenant for life in possession, contracted with 
one John Adams for the sale to him of part of the settled estate. On 
investigating the title the purchaser raised the objection that there 
were no trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Act of the com 
pound eettlement created by the two wills, and contended that the 
vendor could not make a good title until such trustees were appointed. 
The vendor thereupon took out this summons for the determination of 
the question. 

Eve, J.—By his will, dated the 15th of Juné, 1891, the late John 
Pritchard appointed W. H. Wayne and J. A. Anstice trustees thereof, 
and empowered his wife, Jane Pritchard, by deed, will or codicil at any 
time or times to appoint, dispose of, give, devise, or bequeath in such 
manner and whether for her own benefit or otherwise as she might 
think fit all or any part of his property of what nature or kind soever, 
and in default of and until any such disposition, gift, devise, or be 
quest, and 6o far as any such should not extend, the testator gave all 
his freehold estates to the use of his wife and her assigns for her life, 
with remainder to the use of W. P. Gordon and his assigns for his 
life, with divers remainders over. And the testator empowered the 
trustees of his will to sell any part or parts of his freehold estates 
thereinbefore given. The testator died on the 19th of Auguet, 1891. 
and by her will, dated the 5th of December, 1891, his widow appointed 
the said W. P. Gordon her sole executor, and in exercise of the afore- 
eaid power of appointment appointed the real estate devieed by the wiil 
of her husband to the use of the said W. P. Gordon and hie assigns 
for life, without impeachment of waste, with remainder tu the use of 
hie first and every other son successively, according to seniority in tail 
male, with remainders over. The testator died on the 25th of February, 
1892, and «n the 2nd of July, 1912, W. P. Gordon, in exercise of his 
powers as tenant for life in possession, contracted with one John Adame 
for the sale to him of part of the settled estates. On investigating the 
title the purchaser raieed the objection that there are no trustees for 
the purposes of the Settled Land Act of the compound settlement 
created by the two wills, and he insists that the vendor cannot make a 
title until trustees are appointed. To this the vendor replies that a¢ 
there is a continuing power of sale in the trustees of John Pritchard's 
will, they are trustees for the purposes of the Act, and no further 
appointment is necessary. This summons has been issued by the vendor 
for the determination of the queetion which has thus arisen. In my 
ypinicn the contention of the vendor is right. Although, no doubt. 
both wills must be looked at for the purpose of ascertaining the limita 
tions of the settled estate, and must therefore be treated as composing 
one compound settlement, the position is essentially different from those 
cases where there has been a resettlement of the family estates, in that 
the eetate of the appointee is derived under the will of John Pritchard, 
and the limitations contained in the widow's will must be read into the 
will which created the power. This doctrine—that the appointee takes 
under the original instrament—ie followed in all its consequences : see 
Sugden on Powers, 8th ed., p. 470, and per Chitty, J., in Re the Rarl 
of Devon's Settled Estates (1896, 2 Ch., at p. 567); and in thie case, 
where there are still trustees for the purposes of the Act of John 
Pritchard’s will, I think the applicaticn of the doctrine results in this 
that a good title can be made without any further appointment of trus 
tees, and I so declare. The purchaser must pay the vendor’s coste of 
the summons.—Counset, Pashleigh; Tyttleton Chubb. Sorrcrrors. 
Church, Adams, a: Prior, for Nicholls &: Taylor, Bridgnorth; Chubb & 
Pettitt, for W. J. Pitt, Bridgnorth. , 

(Reported by 8. E. Wiittams, Barrieter-at-Law.. 


JOHN BRINSMEAD & SONS (LIM.) v. BRINSMEAD. 
Warrington, J. 4th April. 


PRACTICE—ScHEDULE oF Evipence—AcTION INVOLVING MoRE THAN ONE 
Issue—Appeat, ON One Issupe—EvipeNnce TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 
Scuepute—R. S. C.—Orp. LXII. r. 14c. 

_ Judgment having been given against the plaintiffs on a particular 

issue, in an action against two defendants and involving more than 

one issue, the plaintiffs appealed against the decision of the Court 
on that issue, 

Held, that the whole of the evidence given at the trial must be 
put in the schedule of evidence, and not merely that relevant to the 
wssue as to which there was an appeal. 

This was an action against two defendants for passing off, and 
conspiring to pasa off, the goods of the defendants as those of the 
plaintiffs. The action against one defendant had been successful as to 
the ‘passing off, and unsuccessful against the other defendant. The 
action had failed as against both defendants so far as the conspiracy 
charge was concerned. The plaintiffs had appealed against the 
decision in favour of the second defendant. The defendant con 
tended that only that evidence should go before the Court of Appeal 
which constituted the case against him for passing off. 

Warrinoton, J., said that before the passing of R.S.C. ord. 62, 
rr. 14b and 14c, it had been the practice of the Court of Chancery, and 
of the Chancery Division following that practice, to enter ir every 
order a statement of all the evidence on which it was pronounced. 
That was found to produce very considerable delay in the drawing up 
of orders, and it was considered that the delay and expense of settling 
the details of the evidence were unnecessary, except in cases where 
the order was appealed against. In order to remedy that state of 
things these rules were passed. What he had to determine was what 





was the duty of the registrar in settling the schedule of evidence 
used at the hearing. Prior to the rules the judgment contained a 
complete statement of the evidence used, without any attempt to 
distinguish the issue on which any particular evidence was used. He 
was now asked to direct the registrar to do that which was never done 
before—namely, to distinguish the evidence. Did those rules introduce 
that new practice? In his lordship’s opinion, they did not. What 
rule 14c required was that the schedule should contain the evidence used 
at the hearing, and not merely the evidence relevant to the appeal. 
If he were to do what he was asked to do, he would be reintroducing 
the very abuses which existed under the old practice, and which the 
rules were intended to remedy. The schedule should contain the names 
of all the witnesses called, and all the documents put in evidence during 
the hearing. —Counsen, Cross; Copping. Soricitors, Lea & Lea; 
Walter Maskell & Nisbet. 
(Reported by J. B. C. Treasrtaen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Gourt—King’s Bench 
Division. 
WALKER AND ANOTHER v. MANCHESTER AND LIVERPOOL 
DISTRICT BANKING CO. (LIM.). Channel], J. 29th April. 


BANKER — Curgve— Foragry— Account StTaAtTen— NEGLIGENCE oF 
CusTOMER. 


The fact that a customer of a bank does not examine his passbool:, 
although the examination might have revealed a fraud, does not render 
the customer bound by the payments of the bank in consequence oj 
such fraud or subsequent frauds, 

The plaintiffs’ claim was to recover moneys which had been debited 
to their account. The plaintiffs W. and S. were solicitors and trus- 
tees under a marriage settlement. They were appointed in 1908, and 
opened an account with the defendants, instructing them to honour 
cheques drawn by W. or S. In 1899 H. entered the plaintiffs’ employ- 
ment as costs clerk ; he had the highest references, and was completely 
trusted. He was eventually made cashier, and it was his duty to 
attend to the trust estate. In 1907 the trust estate was practically 
wound up, and only a few small properties were undisposed of, be- 
cause they were unsaleable. A small amount came in from these 
properties which was paid into the bank from time to time, and paid 
over to the beneficiaries, while a few hundred pounds remained in the 
account, In November and December, 1912, H. was absent from the 
office through illness, and W., on looking into the account, discovered 
that it had not been made up for some time. Inquiries were insti- 
tuted, and ultimately H. wrote confessing that he had forged three 
cheques. The first was for £250, debited to the aceount on the th of 
March, 1910; the second was for £250, debited to the account on the 
14th of August, 1911; and the third was for £100, debited to the 
account on the 14th of August, 1912. It was proved in evidence that 
W. was not in London when the three cheques were drawn, that he 
did not see the passbook, and that H.’s statements of account which 
he saw from time to time appeared to be in order. It was also proved 
that S. had never taken any active part in the management of the trust. 
It was contended on behalf of the defendants that H.’s signature 
had been ratified by W., that there was an account stated between 
the bank and W. constituted by the passbook, and that there was 
negligence on, W.’s part in not keeping the trust account properly, 
and in not examining the passbook and cheques, which negligence had 
caused the defendants to honour the cheques. It was argued on behalf 
of the plaintiffs that there had been no infringement of any duty on 
the part of the customer. 

CHANNELL, J., in the course of his judgment, said in his opinion the 
case was to all intents and purposes identical with Kepitigalla Rubber 
Estates (Limited) v. National Bank of India (1909, 2 K. B. 1010), which 
he would follow, but he would refer to the points made by the counsel 
for the defendants. The authorities were rather against the con- 
tention that there was a duty on the part of the customer to examine 
his passbook, but the point was not very important, because even if 
there were such a duty the particular loss of honouring the first cheque 
was not caused by the non-performance of the duty. With regard to 
the second and third cheques, it was true that if the plaintiffs had found 
out about the first cheque they would have got rid of the fraudulent 
clerk, and the other forgeries would not have been committed. The 
fact that the plaintiffs did not do so was not in law the cause of the 
other cheques being forged. At most it was the causa sine qua non, 
but that would not do. It was therefore unnecessary to consider 
whether in no case theré was a duty on the part of the customer 
to examine his passbook, because even assuming such a duty, the breach 
of it could not be said to be the effective cause of the loss. It had also 
been contended, on behalf of the defendants, that the defaulting 
clerk was really manager of a department of the particular business, 
and that that made a difference. The various authorities, however, 
did not proceed upon the ground of agency, but shewed that even 
if the plaintiffs themselves had gone to the bank, got their passbook, 
and examined it carelessly so that they did not Saver the fraud, 
still they would not have been bound by the payments made by the 
bank. If that were so, it was immaterial that the clerk had a larger 
authority than that of some of the clerks in the other cases. There 
would, therefore, be judgment for the plaintiffs for £600, 
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with costs.—Counset, Salter, K.C., and Spokes; Lan 

Newbolt. Soxtcrtors, Frederick Walker & Co.; 

Norris for Slater, Heelis, & Co., Manchester. 
(Reported by Lsonarp C. Txomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GEO, THOMPSON & CO, (LIM.) v. CHARLES PITT-TAYLOR. 
Bailhache, J, 18th April. 


WoRKMEN’s COMPENSATION—COMPENSATION AGREED—PAYMENT INTO 
Cournt—By OrHer Acents THAN SoLicirorns—WoORKMEN’s COMPENSA- 
tion Rutes, 1907-11, Rute 56a anp Form 53. 


Notwithstanding the terms of rule 56a and Form 53 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907-11, where an amount of com- 
pensation has been agreed, it can be paid into court by other agents 
of the employers than their solicitors, and the pracipe sent with the 
money may be signed by such agents, e.g. the Shipping Federation. 


Action for damages in the King’s Bench Division. A man named 
Ferraro was employed as a seaman by the plaintiffs. Whilst in his 
employment he suffered an injury by accident, which resulted in his 
death. A claim for compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, was made by the dependants. The plaintiffs referred this 
claim for settlement to a body known as the Shipping Federation, a 
practice common amongst shipowners. The result was that an agree- 
ment was made to pay the sum of £177 10s. Od. as compensation. 
A memorandum of the agreement was duly recorded in the county 
court. The Shipping Federation sent a banker’s draft for £177 10s., 
to the registrar of the county court, with a precipe in duplicate in 
the same form as that shown in Form 53 of the Appendix to the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, except that, instead of being signed 
by the employers or their solicitors, it was signed by the Shipping 
Federation as agents for the employers. The learned registrar, when 


, K.C., and 
'usk, Mellor, & 


these documents were sent to him, refused to accept the pay- 
ment in on the ground that the only persons who were 
making the payment in were the Shipping Federation, who 
were neither the employers nor their solicitors, and that rule 


56a and Form 53 had not been complied with. A correspondence 
ensued, but the registrar adhered to his position, and the plaintiffs 
would not sign the precipe or direct their solicitors to do so. 
Eventually the widow of the deceased workman issued execution 
against the plaintiffs, and they then paid the money into court in 
the way directed by the learned registrar. They then brought their 
action against the learned registrar to recover the fee of the county 
court bailiff, £2 10s., for issuing execution. By rule 56a of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907-11, sub-rule 4 :—‘‘ Where money 
is to be paid into court under this rule, the employer shall lodge with 
the registrar a precipe in duplicate, according to the Form 53 in the 
Appendix, and shall annex to one copy of the precipe a form of receipt, 
and the registrar, on receipt of the sum paid in, shall sign the receipt 
and return the same to the employer, and the employer shall forth- 
with give notice to the persons interested in the sum paid in of such 
payment having been made.’’ Form 53 is in the following terms :— 
“Take notice that C. D: & Co. (Limited) of {or Messrs. 

solicitors for C. D. & Co. (Limited), of ], do pay 
into court [when paid by solicitors, add at the request and by the 
authority of the said C. D. & Co. (Limited) the sum of [state sum 
in letters] , being the sum awarded [or agreed or directed] to be 
paid by the said C. D. & Co. (Limited), as compensation in the above- 


mentioned matter. Dated this day of (Signed) C. D. & 
Cu. (Limited). By , Secretary [or solicitors for C. D. & Co. 
(Limited)]. To the Registrar. Received the above-mentioned sum. 

Registrar. [Date.]’’ By rule 84, ‘ The forms in the Appen- 


dix, where applicable, and, where they are not applicable, forms of the 
like character, with such variations as the circumstances may require, 
may be used in proceedings under the Act.” 

BaILHACHE, J., having stated the facts, continued : Now, of course, 
the learned registrar was perfectly right if the meaning of Form 53 ie 
that no one may pay this money into court—may send the money— 
except the employers or their solicitors. That really is the whole 
question in this case. I do not think that is the meaning of the form; 
it is a specimen form not to be followed in every word, as of course. 
I think the learned registrar was wrong in deciding ag he did. The 
bringing in of money and its payment into court is a purely ministerial 
act. The point is to get the money which is the agreed sum of com- 
pensation into the possession of the court. I can see no sort of 
reason why the claes of persons who pay the money should be confined 
to the employers and their solicitors and should not extend to any 
other agents of the employers. I asked the learned counsel for the 
defendant to give me any practical reason why it should be so con- 
fined, and none could be given. And in the absence of any such reason 
in the circumstances of the case I think that the decision of the 
learned registrar was wrong. That dieposes of the point of construc 
tion. I was told that this did not dispose of this case, because even 
if the learned registrar was wrong in his construction of the rules. 
no damage had -followed from his refusal, but that the damage had 
followed from the obstinacy of Geo. Thompson & Co. (Limited), in per- 
sisting in sending the money by the agency of the Shipping Federation. 
The compeneation could nut be paid to the widow, because the learned 
registrar wrongly refused to receive it. So the result was that execution 


was issued and the employers then gave way on the point that was 
2 dispute. In many cases there is a duty to mitigate damages. 
nd it is true that where there is an alternative cause of action 
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which would avoid the damage, that rule must be followed. But 
that dves not apply here, where the action was being pursued in order 
to establish a principle. The alternative would have meant the 
abandonment by the employers of their cause of action. There was 
no obligation on the employers, or upon the Shipping Federation 
acting on their behalf, to refrain from proceeding in the way they 
did. In my opinion, the damage in question was the result of the 
wrongful refusal by the learned registrar in this case to accept 
payment in of the money by the Shipping Federation in a form signed 
by them as agents for the employers. There will be judgment for 
the plaintiffs for that amount.—CounseL, Sankey, K.C., and Charles 
Doughty; Branson. Soricrrors, Botterell & Hoche; The Treasury 
Solicitor. 














[Reported by 0. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 
GENERAL MEETING. 

A general meeting of the Law Society was held at the Society's 
fall, Chancery Lane, on Friday, the 25th ult., the President (Mr. 
C. L. Samson) taking the chair. The following members of the Council 
were present :—Mr. Walter Trower (Vice-President), the Hon, Walter 
Bernard Louis Barrington, Mr, John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. 
Alfred Henry Coley (Birmingham), Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. 
Alfred Davenport, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr, Robert William Dibdin, 
Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. Walter Henry 
Foster, Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L, (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel 
Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. William 
John Humfrys (Hereford), Sir Henry James Johnson, Mr. Charles 
Berkeley Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. Frank Marehall (Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne), Mr. Philip Hubert Martineau, Mr. Charles Henry Morton 
(Liverpool), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. Ernest Fitzjohn Old- 
ham, Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Frank William Stone (Tunbridge 
Wells), Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, 
Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, and Mr. William Howard Winterbotham ; 
alsv the following extraordinary members: Mr. Edward Bramley 
(Sheffield), Mr. Richard Stewart Cleaver (Liverpool), Mr. Charles Elton 
Longmore, C.B. (Hertford), Mr. John Wessley Martin (Reading), and 
Mr Richard Alfred Pinsent (Birmingham), together with Mr. S. P. B. 
Bucknill (Secretary), and Mr. E. R. Cook (Assistant Secretary). 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COUNCIL. 


The Presipent, on behalf of the Council, brought forward the 
following resolution, which stood in his name on the paper of busi- 
ness :—‘‘ That the following words be added at the end of Bye-law 40, 
namely—Provided always that the Society may in general meeting from 
time to time suspend for such period or periods as it thinks proper the 
operation of that part of this bye-law which provides for retiring 
members being ineligible for re-election.’’ He said it might be con- 
venient that he should also read at the same time the resolution which, 
«m behalf of the Council, he proposed to move if the first resolution 
was carried. It was as follows :—‘‘ That the operation of so much 
of Bye-law 40 as provides for retiring members of the Council being 
ireligible for re-election shall be and the same is hereby suspended 
for a period of three years from this date.’’ He said he had read 


that in order to show how the two matters were connected, but, of 
course, each resolution would have to be taken separately. He had 
no doubt it was within the recollection of the members how the 


bye-law came into operation and what the effect of the bye-law was. 
It originated in a meeting held in that hall in 1907, when suggestioas 
were brought forward tending to show that the election of new blood 
t» the Council had been very slow indeed, and that it was desirable 
that fresh members should be introduced more quickly. The effect 


of the bye-law was that at the annual meeting each year ten members 
of the Council had to retire, and that three out of those ten were 





| ineligible for re-election for a year. 


It would be remembered that 
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the suggestion was that all the ten should retire and should be ineligible 
for a year, but that was defeated on a poll by an overwhelming 


majority. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp (London): What was that majority? 

The Prestpent said he had not the figures before him; it was so1 
thing very heavy; it was a very big one He thought it would b 
found that he was perfectly justified in saying that it was an over 


whelming majority. Then the bye-law was carried providing that th 
of the retiring members should be ineligible for re-election. There 


were certain provisions in the bye-law providing that if the casual 
vacancies by death or otherwise were above a certain number, then 
the bye-law should not apply That bye-law came into operation in 
1910, but it was really acted upon in the previous year. There wer 
40 members of the Council, of whom 29 were town members and 


11 were country members, and death had been very busy in the ranks 
of the Council during t last few years, whilst there had been 
several resignations, rhe effect of the bye-law and the losses by 
deaths and resignations was that of the 40 members of the present 
Council there were only 14 who were members of the Council at the 


time when the discussion took place in 1907. In other words, since 
that date there had been 26 new members elected on the Council 
That, he thought, wae a sufficient infusion of new blood into arteri 

however diceased, to satisfy anyone. The members could well unde 

stand that, in a Council having so many important duties to perfor 
by means of various committees, great and too many changes wet 
not desirable. There were committees of the Council which had t 
deal with very important matters, and, speaking from membership 
of the Council of over 12 years, he was satisfied that he was correct 
in etating that it took tw or thre yeare before any member of the 


Council could have sufficient experience to satisfactorily perform his 
duties as a member of some of these committees 

Mr. Forp: How many years? 

The Presipent said it required several years. If things went on 
as they had been doing, and there were no deaths, the constitution 
of the Council would be etill more radically changed, and in tw 
or three years there would be a much greater proportion of new membe 
and very few old members It seemed to the Council that, while it 


was undesirable to repeal the bye-law, which was of so recent origi 

circumstances had changed 5O ¢ mpletely between the date when it 
originated and to-day that the time had come when they could fairly 
cry a halt for a short time and see how things would go on, and « 
the second resolution euggested that the operation of the bye-] 

ebould be suspended for three years rhe first thing to be done 
was to see whether the feeling of the members was that some powei 
ehould be retained to the Society to suspend the operation of the by« 
law, and then the meeting could consider t! wtual suepension © 
it Bye-laws, of course, were not like the laws of the Medes and 
Persians, never to be changed, and we lived in times when it wa 


very difficult to I roph« sv, and whe things which seemed to us desirab! 
at one time were, by the force of circumstances which had happen 
eince, shown not to be desirable at the moment. He thought ther 
could not be any fair-minded or fair-thinking member of the Society 
who would say that if the present state of facts had existed in 1907 
which existed to-day—namely, that within a comparatively few years 
the constitution of the Council would have undergone so radical a 
change as it had since 1907—the bye-law would have been passed, be 
cause the necessity for it would not have existed. He moved the resolu 
tion which, while preserving the bye-law, reserved the right to the 
Society at any time and in circumstances which were justified, to sus 
pend the operation of that bye-lav Hi lled upon Mr. Longmore 
the president of the associated Provincial Law Societies, to second the 
motion 

Mi Cc E LONGMORE Hertford, extraordinary member of t! 


Council) said he desired to second the motion which had been 

clearly put before the meeting by the president He would like 

Ray that the bye law as it stood did not affect him in any way, because 
he was an extraordinary member of the Council, so that, whatever ay: 
he lived to, his constituents might, if they liked, continue to send him 
to the Council But it had been found, so far as the ordinary members 
o* the Council were concerned, and eepecially the country members, 


that the bye-law acted with very considerable hardship, and that it 
did considerably injure the profession as a whole. He had presided 
at the Society’s hall over the meetings of the associated provincial 
law societies, of which he had the honour to be chairman, and they had 
unanimously voted in favour of the amendment of the bye-law as 
propoeed to-day. The president had shown the meeting that, from death 
and other causes, the Council had unfortunately lost a considerabl 
number of useful members during the last few years. The bye-law 
operated sometimes harshly on London members, because it made them 
ineligible for re-election for a year, but ite practical effect was t 
dvive a country ordinary member off the Council altogether when it 
operated with regard to him, because, unlike the London membere, th 
untry members were elected by constituencies, and it was at leas 
four years before a man who retired under the bve-law had 
chance of standing again The result also was that a man who had 
the very laudable ambition of becoming pre sident f this great Society 
was not likely to be able to do eo, in view of the bye-law, and 1+ 
thought that, if it continued, the result must be eventually that no 
ordinary member of the Council coming from the country would eyer 
have the honour of serving as president of the Society. As long as 
tne bye-law stood the Council had to make the most invidious and 


difficult selection between four most useful members of the Counzil 
sv far as the solicitor branch of the profession was concerned. Lf, 
for instance, the proposed change were not made at that meeting, 
the Council would have to say either that Mr. Ellett, Sir Edward 
Fiaser, Mr. Peake, or Mr. Morton were ineligible for re-election, and 
that, he thought, would be a great blow tu the profession. One of 
thouee gentlemen was on the Discipline Committee, and it would be very 
difficult indeed for the committee to work without him, and yet he 
was to be taken, probably permanently, from that committee, and also 

m the Council. He did not think that that was what the members 

hed. The Council quite understood that it was right that the 
Society should keep some hold in the matter, and they did not ask 
that the bye-law should be revoked altogether, but, having regard 
to the circumstances, they thought it very reasonable that the members 
chould be asked to suspend it for three years. He wished to point 
out that the Council were not asking the meeting to say that a retiring 
member ehould be returned on the Council; all they were asking was 
that he should be allowed to place his name before the electorate to 
be voted for 

Mr. C. G. May (London) said he confessed that he looked at the 
motion with some misgiving. It was a most invidious thing to suggest 
that a bye-law of this kind should be suspended for a time. It prac- 
tically meant, if they retained it, that they were euggesting that th 
members of the Council who retired were effete or incapable of pei 





forming their duties, and that those who ought to have gone, under the 
rule, were gentlemen who ought to be relieved of the position. The 
ety ought either to do away with-the rule altogether or maintain 
it in its integrity—at any rate, with regard to London members. H: 
quite recognised the difficulty with regard to country members, but 
he thought that special regulations might be framed for the country 
members. London was on a different footing, and he could not help 
thinking that it was a mistake, after a short trial of three or four 
years, becauce it created difficulties or hard cases, that they should 
abolish the bye-law. During the time the bye-law had been in operation 
five or six years) 26 members had retired from the Council—in other 
ords, 4 per year. That was perhaps one in excess of the number 
which it was compulsory to retire. He did not think that, on th 
whole, that was an excessive number. He had hesitated a guod deal 
ve to voting for the bye-law when it was proposed, yet he thought that, 
on the whole, there was necessity for some change taking place year 
by year on the Counci! on regular ines. He thought it might be 
possible that the number was slightly too great, and that the fow 
should be reduced to three, but he did not think there was sufficient 
ound for euspending the rule. It should be retained, with possible 
modification as regarded country members of the Council. 

Mr. Harvey Curirron (London) said he fully recognised the splendil 

ork done by the Counci! and the difficulty referred to by the president 
regarding the work on committees. But this was a very great ques 
fion and a very small meeting, and he asked, on account of the 

untry members who could not attend these meetings, that the 
matter should not be ruched through. He would prefer an amend 
nent that the proviso should be limited in its application to countr 
members of the Council and should not extend to London membere 

nd that the meeting should be assured that it was not to be a 
permanent suspension of the rule. He thought the meeting would 
support an amendment of that kind. 

Mr. Forp thought the meeting ought to know a little more about 
this extraordinary proposition. This was a small meeting, and they 
were going to undo a most deliberate decision ever come to by a 

urtered corporation by a poll of the whole body, and to remov« 
from the bye-laws what the president called the infusion of new blood 
lhe majority which passed the resolution for the bye-law was a very 
lorge one As the result of the resolution the Society had obtained 
i supplemental charter, and the Council brought up the new bye-law 

ned in consequence of the reeolution at a general meeting—a very 
small one ind the bve law was whittled down to a certain extent 
Chat meeting was held in 1910, and when the bye-law framed undet 
the new charter was brought up it was decided, by an amendment 
which was carried, that consideration was to be had to the questio1 
of what was called ‘‘ casual vacancies.’’ In 1910, almost before the ink 
of the charter was dry, a cerious alteration was therefore made, to 
which no reference had been made by the president. They had com« 
to a position in which it was desirable that there should be a London 
society and also an associated provincial law society. 
The Prestpent said that Mr. Ford’s remarks were quite out of order 
and he must put it to the meeting that he be no longer heard. HH: 
thought the feeling of the meeting was that they had heard enough 
from Mr. Ford. He then put the motion that Mr. Ford be no longer 
heard, and it was carri¢d. 
Mr. Harvey Cuirrorp proposed to move an amendment. 
The Prestpent ruled him-out of order, as he had already spoken 
The motion was then adopted by a large majority. 
The Prestpent moved, on behalf of the Council :—‘‘ That t) 
operation of so much of Bye-law 40 as provides for retiring memb« 
of the Council being ineligible for re-election ehaJl be, and the sar 
is, hereby suspended for a period of three years from this date.”’ 
Mr. Lonemore seconded the motion. 
Mr. Forp said he would like to move an amendment. He had had 
some experience of the business of the Society, and he said advised! 
as a result of thie experience that this meant the permanent removal! 
of all limitation involved in the decision of the great meeting of 1907. 
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He moved to substitute the word “‘one”’ for “three,” that was to say 
to suspend for one year instead of three. That would give the 
members of the Society an opportunity of seeing how things went 
on. The secunder of the motion had made an excellent speech, and 
there was an impulse for the moment to follow in the lines he had 
advocated, and to make this sweeping change. 

The amendment was not seconded. 

The motion was carried by a large majority. 

Business tn Kino’s Bencu Division. 

Mr. Forp asked the President, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ Whether 
his evidence before the Royal Commission on Delay in trial of causes in 
the King’s Bench Division was ccmfined to the matter of saving the 
time of Judges on Circuit; and whether the London members of the 
Society will have an equal opportunity with the members of the 
provincial law societies of considering the Council’s scheme for the 
reform of the Circuit system, before such scheme is submitted to the 
Royal Commission ?”’ 

The Presipent said that his evidence before the Royal Commission 
was not confined to the matter mentioned by Mr. Ford. His evidence 
was on the genera] question and very strongly in favour of the imme- 
diate appointment of an additional judge, and he was glad to see 
from the reports in the papers that an interim report had been made 
in favour of such an appointment. He aleo had given evidence upon 
certain matters, on which he had suggested that time might be saved 
on some of the circuits by a remodelling of them, and, in connection 
with that, he was asked by the Lord Chancellor whether the Council 
would present a scheme for remodelling those circuits. He explained 
to the Lord Chancellor that it wae a matter which would take consider- 
able time, and that, in order to frame any such scheme, if they could, 
the Council would have to consult the country law societies, who were 
more familiar even than they were with these matters. The Council 
were now in consultation with the country law eocieties. Whether the 
Council would be able to produce a satisfactory scheme he did not 
know, but he did not think he could bind the Council to submit any 
such scheme, if they did produce it, to the London members of the 
Society. 

Liuitinc tHE Soricrrors. 


Mr. Forp also asked the President, in accordance with notice, 
“Whether, in view of the growth of officialism in relation to the 
legal bueiness of the country, the Council have considered, or will 
consider, the desirableness of seeking statutory authority for limiting 
the number of admissions on the roll of solicitors, as was formerly 
the law ?”’ 

The Prestpent said he did not know which more to admire in Mr. 
Ford, his antiquarian knowledge or his humour. He must confess that, 
until he saw Mr. Ford’s question, he was unaware that there was 
any statutory limitation at any time to the number of solicitors, except 
that no solicitor could have more than two articled clerks. But Mr. 
Cook had looked up the question raised by Mr. Ford, and he had 
informed him (the President) that in the year 1292 there was a 
statute which limited the number of what were then attorneys—they 
were now solicitors. A great deal later than that, but still nearly 500 
years ago, by an Act in 1455, in the reign of Henry VI., the number of 
attorneys in Norfolk, Norwich and Suffolk was limited to a total of 
fourteen, but even that statute had long since disappeared, and he 
was not aware of any statute now limiting the number of solicitors, 
except as he had mentioned. 

Mr. Forp eaid that the rule prevailed all through France at the 
present time. 

The Prestpent csked what had France to do with England? Mr. 
Ford’s question was confined to England, and much time had been 
taken in looking up the law on the subject, because Mr. Ford was 
usually 60 accurate. 

Mr. Forp: And I am accurate again. 
the question. 

The Prestpent : Threatened people live long. 

Mr. Forp : Quite right. 


I shall look up the law cn 


Lanp TRANSFER. 

Mr. J. S. Rusinstetw (London), in accordance with notice, moved :— 
“That, in view of the following facts—(a) That it is now over two 
years since the Land Transfer Commission reported that the system 
or registration of title was ‘complicated’ and ‘imperfect’; that a 
purchaser in London, where the system is in compulsory operation, 
‘was at a disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere,’ and 
they could not recommend the compulsory extension of an imperfect 
system; (b) That not one of the, amendments recommended by the 
Commission has been adopted ; (c) That the experimental trial of the 
compulsory system in London having extended over thirteen years, the 
failure of the syetem has been established beyond dispute; this 
meeting is of opinion that the Council should consider whether the 
time has not arrived to represent to the Privy Council that, in the 
interests of the public, they should now, in the exercise of the express 
authority entrusted to them by Parliament, revoke the Order applying 
compulsion to London.’’ He said he felt that it was a necessity—-a 
disagreeable one if they liked—that he should again call attention to 
matters connected with land transfer. The position with regard to 
the question was continually shifting, and it seemed to him expedient 
that the Society should, from time to time, consider the subject, so 
as to keep in touch with this shifting position. Anyone who had 
followed the controversy must recognise that the discussion had gone 
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off in rather a new direction. The question that seemed to agitate the 
authorities was not now so much whether the system of registration 
of title was or was not a good one, but rather how the land registry 
office was to be kept alive. That had always been the difficulty ever 
since the office came into existence. It would be remembered that in 
1879 Lord Cairns, who was responsible for the Act of 1875, explained 
why he favoured the continued existence of the land registry. He 
said that ‘‘ finding the State in the posseseion of the office of registry, 
which could not be displaced and must be utilised, I did not consider 
at that time that I had any choice but to endeavour to do the best 
I could with it.’’ Now, the authorities had been worrying themselves 
how to keep that office alive ever since, and they now seemed to have 
decided upon proceeding in a new direction, because they were en- 
deavouring to echeme out some new method by which their ideas and 
valuation could be, so to speak, connected with land transfer. In 
answer to a question that was put in the House at the beginning of 
April, the Chancellor of the Exchequer said, speaking of the Valuation 
Office, that it provided a very valuable register, which he hoped one 
day would be amalgamated with the Land Registry, and which wouid 
facilitate land transfer and make it much cheaper. It would be seen 
from that what was the mind of the authorities. It was in some way 
to connect the valuation of land with land transfer. 

The Presrpent asked Mr. Rubinstein to point out what-his remarks 
had to do with his motion. 

Mr. RusinstTeIn said he was leading up to the motion. He thought 
his remarks were quite relevant, and that he was in order in pointing 
out the reasons why the meeting should take into consideration that 
the Land Registry was not of much service at the present time. 

The PresmpENT said he was willing to give Mr. Rubinstein much 
latitude, because he knew the attention he had bestowed on the matter. 
But he must confess that his remarks did not seem to have anything 
to do with the motion. He did not want the time of the meeting to be 
occupied by extraneous matter. 

Mr. RvusrnstTern said he was bringing this fact forward as an 
additional reason why the Council should move in the direction he 
wished, and therefore he desired to call the attention of the Privy 
Council to the matter with the view that the compulsory order affecting 
London chould be withdrawn. The whole object of a meeting of this 
kind was to ascertain what the Council were going to do. And he 
asserted that the authorities had in their mind to work in their scheme 
of valuation. 

The Preswent said that all these remarks were out of order, and 
had nothing whatever to do with the question contained in the motion. 

Mr. S. S. Seat (London) rose for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
the view the President was now expounding was to be taken on his 
authority or whether it was to be submitted to the meeting. 

The Prestpent said he should rule Mr. Rubinstein out of order. 
The matters to which he was referring had nothing whatever to du with 
the question of his motion, as showing that the purchaser in London 
wae at a disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere. 

Mr. Rusinster said that was not the whole of his motion; that 
was only a portion of it. He was quoting from the report of the 
Land Commission, and surely he was not to be prevented from reading 
ope or two words as controlling the whole question. 

The Presipent said that Mr. Rubinstein was introducing extraneous 
matter into the subject. 

Mr. Rusinstern said he did not consider it extraneous. 

The Presipent : I rule it so, and shall take the responsibihty. 

Mr. RvsinsTern said it was very unfortunate, becatse one was not 
able to bring before the meeting a coanected story or history such as 
he wished to give. If the President ruled as he did, he (Mr. Rubin- 
stein) must confine himself within very narrow limits. The President 
wanted to limit him to the actual words of the motion. He thought 
he knew sufficient of the subject even then to be able to say some 
thing about it. It was now over two years since the Royal Com- 
mission on Land Transfer reported that the system of registration of 
title was complicated and imperfect. He thought that all present 
wculd agree that that finding was absolutely correct. They hed had 
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actual experience, and knew that it was complicated, and everybody 
must know that it was imperfect.” As théy all practised im London, 
they did not want the Land Transfer Commission to tell them that, 
for it had already come under their notice. The report further went 
on to say that’ the Commission could not recommend compulsory 
registration under a system which was imperfect. What more 
telling words could one need, especially when one considered the 
constitution of the Commission? Were they in London to bear 
all the evils of this objectionable and imperfect system, which 
the Land Transfer Commission, who were in thorough sympathy 
with the registration of titles, had to say they could not recom- 
mend? What possible justification could there be for the continuance 
ot this compulsory system? He did not want to labour the point, 
but it was so obvious that the continuation of the system was a gross 
injustice. The next point was that not one of the amendments recom 
mended by the Royal Commission had been adopted. They recom- 
mended that certain changes should be adopted, and said that if 
they turned out satisfactory they might coneider the question of ex- 
tending the area of compulsory registration. That was two or three 
years ago, and not one of them had been adopted. There was a Rule 
Committee who could make any amendments they pleased. They had 
practically unlimited power. ‘the ex-Lord Chancellor thought himself 
competent, as everybody knew, to make these amendments, notwith- 
standing the fact that the Rule Committee did not agree with them. 
But nothing had been done since the report. It wastrue that the recom- 
mendations of the Commission did not meet the views of the Land 
Registry. The Commission found that the Registry was not a suitable 
institution for the regietration of a large number of deeds, such as 
settlements or mortgages. They recommended that the mortgages 
should be taken as at preset off the Registry. It would be under- 
stood that the Registrar did not approve of euch a suggestion. What 
weuld become of his fees in that case? The Registry was kept alive 
by fees which were extracted from the pockets of unwilling persons to 
the extent of £50,000 a year, making a very heavy addition to the cost 
of transactions. Naturally, the Registrar would disapprove of a regula 

tior to take away from him such a very large number of deeds upon 
which he could make these heavy exactions. He ventured to assert that 
this was a matter which the Council should not lose sight of; that 
there were amendments suggested by the Commission which the Land 
Registry would not accept. He would call attention to No. 3 of the ex- 
perimental suggeetions. Who disputed it? There was only one man in 
the kingdom who would venture to say that in that sense the regis- 
tration met the needs of the community. There was not another 
man who supported this system except the official who was directly 
concerned He (Mr. Rubinstein) had entered into the spirit of the 
controversy for a long time pect. He had attended meetings where the 
subject had been discussed, but, with the exception of the Registrar 
himself, he had never found any persons with a practical knowledge 
of the subject who supported the system. It was true there were 
men in the street, eo to speak, who talked about the wickedness of the 
existing system, having no knowledge of it, but that was not the 
type of man of which he was talking. He was alluding to the expert 
with practical knowledge. The Registrar was about the single person 
in the kingdom who had a good word to say for it. He (Mr. Rubin- 
stein) wanted to quote a few words which were used by the Lord 
Chancellor in a discussion in 1907. Lord Haldane said, ‘‘ There 
are many eminent legal practitioners who have given the matter 
careful consideration, and while most desirous to do the best in 
the public interest, are greatly impressed by the difficulties sur 

rounding the eubject. What is easy in New Zealand and in Australia 
is difficult in an old country like this, where, to begin with, land is 
much more valuable and minute boundaries are very important, and it is 
difficult to ascertain them with exactness. In the second place, thé 

interests associated with land in England are so complicated, ranging 
from settlements to leases, that the problem of land transfer is a different 
problem, in degree at all events, from what it is in other places.”’ 
These were the words of the present Lord Chancellor. Why the 
Council should have thought it necessary to bring their recent sugges- 
tions before him he could not conceive. Why did they not rely upon 
Lord Cairns? Lord Cairns’ system was established in 1881, and when it 
war attacked by the Land Registry Office the Council had never said 
a word. What better system could be wanted than that which was estab 

liehed in 1881? Why the Council went out of their way to suggest 
oll sorts of extraordinary syetems he did not know. The present Lord 
Chancellor was a man who understood the subject, and if the Council 
went before him properly supported, 2 they could be, even by their 
country friends, although up till now these had been a little weak- 
kneed on the subject, the Council could make such. an impression upon 
the present Lord Chancellor that the order applying compulsion to 
London would not exist another month. , 

Mr. Seat seconded the motion. He said he wished to refer to the 
cleep-seated reasons affecting the Land Registry which had really given 
rise to the present unsatisfactory state of affairs. He had never vet 
heard any lawyer, conveyancer or otherwiee, openly advocate the reten 
tion of the Land Registry, but he had heard many who were strongly 
against it. The observations quoted by Mr. Rubinstein from Lord Hal 
dane’s speech had a very sensible bearing upon this aspect of the 
question. If, as Lord Haldane said, there was a New Zealand 
or some parts of the Australian Commonwealth to parcel out amongst 
the aborigines, it would perhaps be a sensible and intelligent 
thing to have a plain, common register, where every man should 
have his name inserted with the holding that he had, but that was 


a condition of things which not only did not exist in the London 
administrative council district, but it was a condition of things that 
could not be found in any partof-the kingdom. The interests were so 
diverse, they were so multifarious, that the idea of having a registry 
of title was really unacceptable to the mind of any lawyer. Not only 
was it unacceptable, but lawyers had been engaged since the early 
days of Lord Brougham in passing, from time to time, statutory 
measures for the purpose of abbreviating conveyancing. Lord 
Cairns’ Conveyancing Act, coupled with more recent views which 
conveyancers took of what was necessary, had brought the con- 
veyancing system into perfect order, so perfect that to pass 
that on into a land registry was really“ absurd. What possible 
advantage was it? The client paid absolutely for nothing. It 
was surely not in the interest of the public that they should be 
mulcted in the fees of the Land Registry whenever a transfer of pro- 
perty took place. He ventured to say that, if the opinion of the whole 
profession were taken throughout the kingdom, the voting would be 
at the very least twenty to one against the retention of this Registry. 
If the Registry was to be retained he could hardly think it would be 
restricted to the county of London. Surely it must spread. If it did 
not there could be only one reason—namely, that there was no con- 
ceivable advantage to be gained by retaining it, and if that were so 
it followed as a matter of ordinary necessity that that which now 
exieted should be swept away. Mr. Rubinstein had made out a 
strong case, and the Council should seriously take the matte: into 
consideration with a view of using such power as they possessed for 
the purpose of moving the Privy Council to recall the order. 

Mr. R. Exterr (Cirencester, a member of the Council) eaid he had 
asked leave of the President to intervene for one moment mainly 
because of the challenge which had been thrown out by Mr. Rubinstein 
to the country members. He believed he had worked as a country 
lawyer and a representative of country lawyers in opposition to the 
land transfer system more years than had Mr. Rubinstein, although 
he did not claim to have been anything like so effective a warrior as 
Mr. Rubinstein had been in the cause. Nobody admired more than 
he did—and he would speak for his brethren in the country—the ability 
and the perseverance with which Mr. Rubinstein had followed up the 
subject. With every word of the preamble to his resolution he, for 
one—he was speaking personally for himself, but he believed there 
were a number of other country members in the room who would say the 
same thing—was in entire sympathy. They believed that it stated the 
truth. But the Society was a practical body, and the only question 
before them really was, not whether the system was a good or a bad 
one—the gentleman who had seconded the motion had very ably demon- 
strated that it was a bad one, but that was not the question before 
the meeting. He thovght he might claim that the aesembly was unani- 
mous in believing that the system was a bad one. But the question 
at the moment was what it was wise and expedient for them to do. 
The motion as it stood would practically direct the Council to make 
an application to the Privy Council to rescind the order in London. 
Speaking as an individual, he could only say that if he thought for one 
moment that that could have any effect he should vote for it. But 
hea would urge them to be businesslike and consider probabilities. Was 
there the least chance that an application of that kind, coming not 
fiom the landowners of London, not from the representative corporate 
bodies of London, but from the solicitor branch of the legal profee- 
sion, would result in the rescinding of the existing order in London? 
He thought they must all see that it was an abeolute improbability. 
But the action of the Council was further conditioned by this fact— 
that they had the direct assurance of the present Lord Chancellor 
to the President and some members of the Council, after a careful 
consideration of the matter at an interview, that he intended to intro 
duce legislation about it He asked the meeting whether it would not 
he more courteous, more dignified, better on the whole, that they 
should wait even a little longer, irksome as he admitted the delay to 
be. until his lordship had promulgated the scheme which he had an- 
nounced his intention of producing. At all events, for the Society to 
attempt to force the hands of Lord Haldane in the matter—he thought 
that all present knew Lord Haldane too well to suppose otherwise 
would be of no use, and he thought that the Society's position in dealing 
with what might be brought forward—he was speaking not merely of 
the Council, but of the solicitor branch of the profession—would be better 
and stronger if they waited a little longer until the scheme was forth 
coming. Although he accepted every word in the resolution, and could 
se? no reason why the meeting should not express the opinion that the 
time had come when the order should be rescinded, he asked the meeting, 
for the good of the cause they had so much at heart, not to tie the 
hands of the Council in asking them to take at the moment a etep 
which the Council thought would be prejudicial. He suggested that 
effect might be given to the wishes of the meeting if the motion were 
altered to read, ‘‘ That this meeting is of opinion that the time has 





arrived when, in the interests of the public, the order applying com- 
puleion to London should be revoked.”’ 

Mr. Forp said the meeting were very much indebted to Mr. Ellett for 
his well-deserved compliment to Mr. Rubinstein for the tremendous 
trouble he had taken in the pursuit of the question. No doubt, if the 
Council took the course suggested by Mr. Rubinstein’s motion, the 
public at large would say that their action was taken from a pro 
fessional consideration, and not entirely in the interest of the whole 
community. He thought it was wise for the present, as Mr. Ellett had 


said, to wait a little longer, and he appealed to Mr. Rubinstein to adopt 
Mr. Ellett’s suggestion. It was an excellent suggestion, which would 
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meet the needs of the matter, and it would avoid placing the Council 
in an awkward and invidious position. 

Mr. J. W. Martin (Reading, extraordinary member of the Council) 
suggested that Mr. Rubinstein should adopt the wise amendment of Mr. 
Ellett. He could testify to Mr. Rubinstein being a regular Prince | 
Rupert in the matter of this question. It was acknowledged by them 
all that the system was a bad one, but they had now a Lord Chancellor | 
who was inclined to be on their side, and they should not force his ! 
hands. Let the meeting adopt Mr. Ellett’s amendment, at the same | 
time not losing sight of the important fact that they wished the matter | 
eliminated entirely from the Statute Book. 

Mr. Rusrinste1n said he had very much pleasure in following Mr. 
Ellett’s suggestion. It answered the object he had in view in 
bringing the matter forward. He would only like to say that when 
Mr. Ellett remarked that the fact that these representations, 
coming from a body like the Law Society, would be adverse to any 
prospect of their being accepted, he did not agree with him. He | 
thought the Society had reason on their side. They could not expect | 
outside bodies, even like landowners, to understand the subject, which 
was, after all, a technical one, and which could only be understood 
by the solicitor branch of the profession. Solicitors were brought into 
contact with the work, and it was only the persons who actually did the 
work who knew what the difficulties were. 

The motion as amended was carried unanimously. 


SOLICITORS AND THE Stock EXCHANGE. 


Mr. Forp asked the President, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ How 
many solicitors have during the past five years, by Stock Exchange 
speculation, involved themselves in conduct which the Discipline Com- 
mittee have had to consider? ’’ He said the question had been looked 
upon as a slight dig at the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but it was 
nothing of the kind. 

The Prestpent said that the Council were unaware of any case during 
the past five years in which a solicitor had, by Stock Exchange specula- 
tion, involved himself in conduct which the Discipline Committee had 
had to consider. 

Mr. RusinsTEIn moved a vote of thanks to the President for his 
conduct in the chair, and the proceedings terminated. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 28th of 
April, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. H. 8S. Wood 
Smith moved : ‘‘ That The Reversion Fund & Insurance Co. v. Maison 
Conway (Limited) (1913, 1 K. B. = was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. 
S Webb Johnson opposed. The following gentlemen also spoke : 
Messrs. G. Lailey, A. T. Settle, T. A. Pace, 8S. F. Redfern, Bartle 
eae eeaet S. Webb Johnson (with consent). The motion was carried 
*y six votes. 


| 

















The Law of Rating. 
Sporting Land. 


The question ‘of the assessment of plantations and sporting rights | 
was, says the Times, involved in a case heard on the 9th ult. | 
at Norfolk Quarter Sessions. Mr. H. F. Smith, Didlington Hall, | 
Norfolk, appealed against the poor rate of the parishes of Cranwick 
and Northwold, in.the Thetford Union, with regard to the assessment 
of plantations and sporting rights over open lands and woodlands. 

e Northwold case was taken first, and Mr. Ryde, K.C., who 
appeared for the appellant, in opening, said that although only some 
twenty acres were involved, there were really hundreds of acres in the 
rate book which were —— by the appeal. These twenty acres 
were originally rated at £14 10s. gross and £13 108. rateable. When 
an objection was raised the figures were reduced to about one-half, and 

; 





the Assessment Committee subsequently further reduced the figures to 
£5 gross and £4 17s. 6d. rateable. On 29th March they announced that 
they were willing to reduce the figures to £4 gross and £3 18s. rate- 
able. The appeal also challenged the rateable value put on what was 


described as ‘‘ shooting, Watermill Farm,"’ consisting of just over 
189 acres. The assessment now stood at £19 rateable, which the 
appellant suggested was far too high. The woodlands were low lying, 


and, being liable to flood, a channel had been made to assist the water 
away. But the Court had to neglect everything done by the hand of 
man to improve the lands, which must be rated at their “‘ natural and 
unimproved state.”’ 

In the course of evidence a local valuer estimated the value of the 
land in its ‘‘natural and unimproved state”? at 1s. 6d. an acre, and 
the shooting at an additional 1s. 6d. Others valued the land in ite 
unimproved state at 1s. an acre, and the sporting rights in a similar 
state at 9d. an acre. It was further etated that about £400 had been 
spent in drainage since the appellant came into possession last year. 

The respondents’ case was that the Act spoke of but one valuation, 
and that as there was only one value that muet be the net rateable 
value, with no deduction. The value of the land as estimated by the 
appellant’s witnesses was also disputed. 

The Court allowed the appeal, and ordered the entry in the rate 
book to be reduced to £3 5s. gross and £1 rateable. They also allowed 
deductions for tithe and drainage, amounting to £2 5s., the effect being 
to make the gross value £1 and the rateable value the same. With 
regard to the open land, the Bench reduced the gross and rateable 
value to £14 5s. The hearing of the Cranwick case was deferred, 


Waterworks. 


At the Surrey Quarter Sessions, on the 9th ult., says the Times, 
before Sir William Vincent and other justices, the Metropolitan Wate: 
Board appealed against the assessment of their intake and pumping 
station at Walton-on-Thames. * 

Mr. Freeman, K.C., and Mr. Cecil Whiteley appeared in support of 
the appeal; and Mr. Page, K.C., Mr. W. W. Mackenzie, and Mr, E. A. 
Jelf for the respondents. 

The grounds of appeal were stated to be—(1) that the Assessment 
Committee had wrongly included £2,800 for special adaptability of the 
land for the Water Board; (2) that the annual value was estimated on 
a wrong principle; and (3) that no deduction had been made from the 
estimated value in respect of ornamental work, which did not increase 
the usefulness of the works or contribute to their annual value. The 
assessment against which the appeal was made was £10,500, and the 
appellants contended that it should be reduced to £5,338. The cost of 
the land and works was £152,520, and the Water Board said that as 
they were able to raise the money at a little less than 35 per cent 
it was only right that the assessment should be based throughout upon 
that figure. The amount epent on, embellishments was £8,963, and it 
was contended that this was spent for the preservation of the amenities 
of the district and under pressure from the local authority. 

For the respondents, Mr. Frank Cecil Ryde, rating surveyor, said 
that he had valued the whole of the Water Board’s undertaking for the 
London rating authority and many other similar works, and the baeis 
of all such rating was 4 per cent. for the land and 5 per cent. for the 
buildings. 

Mr. Page submitted that there was no reason why the Court should 
depart from the ordinary practice of rating, which the appellants them- 


| selves accepted in every other part of the area served by the Water 
| Board. 


The Court found :—(1) that the undertaking should be dealt with 
under the ordinary rule of 5 per cent. for buildings and 4 per cent. for 
land; (2) that no undue expenditure had been incurred in respect of 
embellishment; (3) that there was nothing to be added to the aesese- 
ment in respect of the adaptability of the land. -The appeal was allowed 
with costs, and the assessment was reduced from £10,500 to £7,785. 

The Court agreed to state a case, 
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Business in the King’s Bench 
. Division. 

The first report of the Royal Commission on Delay in the King’s 
Bench Division has been issued. 

The Commissioners examined the following witnesses: The Lord 
Chief Justice, the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady, Mr. Justice Phillimore, Mr. Montague Shearman, K.C., 
Mr. W. English Harrison, K.C., Mr. W. J. Disturnal, Barrister- 
at-Law, Mr. 'T. Willes Chitty, Master of the Supreme Court, Mr. E. 
B. Lawford, Assistant Master, Mr. C. L. Samson, President of the 
Law Society, and Mr. C, E. Longmore, C.B., Clerk of the Peace of the 
County of Hertford and President of the Under-Sheriffs’ Society for 
England. 

The following is the text of the report :— 

We decided to take the evidence in private, as we did not consider 
it expedient that incomplete reports of the evidence should be 
published as the inquiry proceeded, but availing ourselves of Your 
Majesty's permission to report our proceedings from time to time we 
now beg to submit to Your Majesty the evidence already given as an 
appendix to our first report. 

It appears that prior to 1830 the total number of the judges of the 
Court of the King’s Bench, the Court of Common Pleas and the Court 
of Exchequer was twelve, but in that year the number was increased 
to 15, and the judges of Chester and Wales were abolished. In 1868 
it was enacted that election petitions should be tried by the judges, 
and an additional judge of each of the aforesaid three courts was 
appointed. From that time till the passing of the Judicature Acts 
there were eighteen judges of the aforesaid three courts who dealt 
with the work in bane and in their respective courts, the Nisi Prius 
Sittings in Middlesex and London, the assize work, the Central Criminal 
Court, election petitions, &c., and the sittings in the Exchequer Cham 
ber. The effect of the Judicature Acts was to reduce the number of 
judges attached to the three divisions which represented the old three 
Courts of Common Law to fifteen, and to establish the Court of Appeal 
to which some of the judges were transferred. Continuous sittings 
became established in London, where under the old system little work 
went on during the circuits; and in order to deal with the circuit 
work as well, the Lords Justices of Appeal and judges attached to the 
Chancery Division for some time took part in the circuit work. This 
plan of sending on circuit judges who were not those of the Common 
Law Division was, after a time, abandoned, and the fifteen judges of 
the King’s Bench Division (formerly King’s Bench, Common Pleas 
and Exchequer) were left to provide for continuous sittings in that 
division in London, for the assizes and the Central Criminal Court, 
&c., until in October, 1907, an extra judge was appointed to meet the 
increased work due to the establishment of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal. 

From 1907 to 1910, the number of cases standing for hearing at the 
commencement of each sittings increased ; in 1908 there were 985 cases ; 
in 1909, 1,032 cases; and in 1910, 1,120 cases at the commencement of 
the Michaelmas Sittings in each year. In July, 1909, a Joint Select 
Committee of both Houses of Parliament was appointed to consider 
the state of business in the King’s Bench Division of the High Court 
of Justice, and whether an increase was desirable in the number of 
judges of that division. In December, 1909, the Committee unani- 
mously reported that there was a serious congestion of business in the 
King’s Bench Division which could not, in their opinion, be satis 
factorily dealt with by the appointment of Commissioners of Assize. 
They recommended the addition at once of two judges, such addition 
to be made in the first instance on the footing that vacancies subse- 
quently occurring should remain unfilled (unless the express sanction 
of Parliament should be given) until the establishment of sixteen 
judges was again reached. They further earnestly recommended that 
in the meantime and without delay, certain reforms which had been 
suggested to them for the better organisation of business in London 
and on circuit, should be considered with a view to such of them as 
were found to be practicable and desirable being carried into effect. 
The Committee, however, refrained from themselves recommending 
any of these suggestions, and it does not appear from the evidence we 
have received that any of them have been adopted. 

The number of cases standing for hearing at Michaelmas, 1910, was 
1.120, of which 867 were actions for trial, 234 for hearing in the 
Divisional Court, and nineteen appeals and motions in bankruptcy. 
Tu October, 1910, two more judges of the King’s Bench were appointed, 
bringing the number up to eighteen judges. At the commencement of 
Michaelmas Sittings, 1911, the number of 1,120 had been reduced to 
740, and was further reduced to 599 at the commencement of Hilary 
Sittings, 1912. In November, 1911, owing to the death of one judge 
and the retirement of another, the number of judges was reduced to 
sixteen. Since Hilary, 1912, the number of cases to be disposed of 
has been steadily increasing. At the commencement of Hilary Sit 
tings, 1913, there were 918 cases, 647 actions for trial, 263 cases for 
hearing in the Divisional Court, and eight appeals and motions in 
bankruptcy. At the end of these sittings there remained 564 cases for 
trial, 260 cases for hearing in the Divisional Court, and seventeen 
appeals and motions in bankruptcy; in ail 851 cases, which will be 
increased by the number of cases set down during the vacation. 

It appears from the evidence of the Lord Chief Justice of England 
that this increase is undoubtedly partly due to a quite exceptional loss 


of judicial ‘power in 1912 from the illness of some of the judges, a 
difficulty which we regret to say stili-exists. Towards the close df 
1912 the sanction of Parliament was obtained to the appointment of 
another judge (the Hon. Mr. Justice Bailhache, appointed the 1st of 
November, 1912), so that there are now seventeen judges. In view of 
present circumstances we do not consider that this number is now 
sufficient. to overtake the arrears and thus remove a delay which is the 
ceuse of justifiable complaint by suitors. 

We propose to proceed without loss of time to consider the various 
suggestions made to the Joint Committee, and to ourselves; for énabling 
the King’s Bench Division to deal satisfactorily with all its work by 
better arrangements for the conduct of its business and greater 
economy of time. But even if any of such suggestions could be imme- 
diately adopted we should not be justified in recommending them 
without full examination of their probable effect on the important 
public interests concerned; and pending such examination, arrears 
would continue to accumulate, which it is essential to the proper 
administration of justice should be removed. We therefore humbly 
recommend to Your Majesty that in the meantime an additional judge 
should be appointed to the King’s Bench Division in the manner 
authorized by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1910, so that 
the number of judges be maintained at eighteen until the presentation 
of our final report. 

The report is signed by Lord St. Aldwyn, Lord Goschen, Mr. Justice 
Darling, Sir Chas. 8S. Henry, M.P., Sir Edwin A. Cornwall, M.P., 
Mr. R. B. D, Acland, K.C., Mr. Cecil A. Coward, Mr. Herbert 
J. Craig, M.P., Mr. C. H. Morton, Mr. Geo. H. Roberts, M.P., and 
\lr. Samuel Roberts, M.P., and by Mr. J. F. Tinda! Atkinson, 


secretary. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on 9th and 10th 
of April, 1913. 

A candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the examination at 
the same time. 

First Cass. 


Brignall, William Charles Edgar. Morgan, John Penrose. 
Burgess, Wallace. Robinson, Edward Norman. 
Crawford, Hugh. Yarwood, John Llewelyn. 


PAsseD. 


Awdry, Edmund Portman. Meredith, Leonard Arthur de 
Barker, James. Lacey, B.A. (Oxon). 
Briggs, Albert. Ogden, Francis Kennedy. 
Clayton-Smith, Guy Vernon Heu- Peake, Lewis George. 

kenefeldt. Peter, Stuart Luttrell. 
Cotton, Robert Arthur. Phillips, Leonard Enig. 
Crook, Leslie Arthur. Pillman, Robert Laurence. 
Crowther, James. Pullen, Robert Edward. 
Davies, Arthur Trevor. Rees, Albert Lloyd. 
Davies, James Islwyn. Roberts, Vincent Allen. 
Davison, Richard Elmer. Seeley, Lawrence Arthur. 
Dunning, Bertram Richard. Simcox, William Martin, B.A 
Evans, David Carolan. (Cantab). 
Hill, Martin Spencer. Skidmore, Frederick Oswald. 
Holman, Alexander McArthur, Smith, Vivian. 

B.A. (Cantab). Spottiswoode, Arthur. 
Hoyle, Harry. Sprinz, William Philip Henry. 
Hunt, George. Stockdale, Frank. 
Kay,-Frederick Wylie.. Sumner, Robert Walford. 
Lloyd, David Howard. Thomas, George Arfryn. 
Lyson, Cecil Hynes. Walker, William Eaton Guy. 
Mellor, Edward Eric. Ward, George Stephen. 

Watkin, Lawrence Aloysius. 


Tue FoLttowinc CANDIDATES HAVE Passep THE LEGAL PoRTION ONLY. 


Batty, William Reginald, B.A. Fullwood, Albert Wilfred. 
(Cantab). Furmston, Clement Barrington. 
Beecroft, Stanley. Gardiner, Eric Gordon. 
Berney, George Norman. Gepp, Ernest Cyril. 
Brewer, Alan. Geodwyn, Lawrence John. 
Briscoe, Ralph Angus Nugent, B.A.Hainsworth, Walter. 
Cantab). Hall, Cecil William. 
Buckley, Joseph Michael. Halliday, Gerard Rivers. 
Butt, John Alec Steuart. Harris, Arnold Frank Stapleton, 
Carden, D*Arcy. B.A. (Cantab). 
Clark, Malcolm. Harrison, Charles John. 
Coleman, Richard Julian. Hewitt, George Alfred Guest. 
Coopman, Alexander. Hill, Robert Farra. 
Dewhirst, Ernest Thomas. Hose , Ralph. 
Dixon, Horace Albert, B.A. (Can- Howlett, Charles Wilfred. 
tab). Irving, Gilmour Dundas. 
Evans, William Naunton. Johnson, William Godfrey Earlam. 
Fardell, John Gerald. Johnston, Howard Richmond. 
Francillon, Francis Edward, B.A. Johnstone, William McCa!l. 





(Cantab). Jones, Iltyd Rhys Gifford 
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Knowles, Hedley. 

Lee, William Charles. 

Lloyd, Emrys. 

Marston, Donald Millward. 

Makalua, Matthew James Manuia. 

Manning, Richard, B.A. (Cantab). 

Maughan, John. 

Mecey, Edward John. 

Norman, Duncan, B.A. (Cantab). 

Owen, Rowland Hely. 

Pearce, Arthur Carlton. 

Perkins, William Jackson. 

Philipson, Myles Rowland, B.A. 
(Cantab). 

Powell, William Neilson. 

Pride, Bernard Cecil. 

Ruddin, Leo Gerald. 

Rumney, Thomas. 

Sayer, Humphrey, B.A. (Cantab). 

Scott, Albert Walter. 

Smith, Alan Morton Tweedy. 


Spicer, Arthur Charles Newton, 
"B.A. (Oxon.). 

Spiers, George. 

Stephens, Edward William. 

Swinscow, Richard Thomas. 

Thomas, Charles. 

Thomas, Charles Clifford. 

Thomas, Hugh Gareth. 

Thempson, Maynard Falcon. 

Thornley, Percy Robert. 

Tonkin, Cedric John. 

Tregoning, Francis Charles Alfred 
dward. 

Vowles, Cecil William Grenville. 

Walker, George Rollo Selborne. 

Wallace, George Malcolm. 

Warwick, Colin Winder. 

Watson, Maurice Murray. 

Woodhouse, Gerald Herbert, B.A. 
(Cantab). 

Wray, Kenneth Christopher George. 


Number of candidates, 182; passed, 120. 


THe Fottowrna CANDIDATES HAVE 
BooK-KEEPING 

Boote, Charles William, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab). 

Booth, Holland. 

Bray, Reginald Davies. 

Brooks, Henry James. 

Cohan, Edward Molyneux, B.A. 
(Oxon.). 

Cornish, Alfred James. 

Crang, Percival Jethro. 


Dawes, Michael Stileman, B.A. 
(Cantab). 

Day, Richard. 

Edwards, Cyril Ernest, LL.B. 
(London). 


Edwards, Eric Wilson. 

Ellis, Frederic Robbins. 

Ellis, Henry Carthew. 

Evans, Thomas Forcer. 

Fawcett, Geoffrey. 

Firth, William Henry. 

Forshaw, John. 

Foster, George Edward. 

Goolden, Alexander Wood, LL.B. 
(Cantab). 

Greenwood, George. 

Haworth, Leonard. 

Heywood, Horace. 

Hodding, Henry Ellis. 
Hughes, Geoffrey Leonard. 

Humphreys, Dudley Francis. 

Hurner, Alfred. 


Passed THE TRUST ACCOUNTS AND 

Portion ONLY. 

Ineson, Donald 
(Leeds). 

Jenkins, Edward Basil Terence. 

Johnson, Denys Billinghurst. 

Jores, William David Pryce. 

Jones, Thomas Richard. 

Jowett, Colin Joseph Patrick Cad- 
walladwr, 

Kaye, Sidney Herbert. 

Lee, Alan Trevelyan. 

Luscombe, William 
(Oxon.). 

Lymn, Charles Radfirth. 

MecMurtrie, Donald Scott Anderson. 

Maule, Edward Barry. 

Neave, Edwin Marrat. 

New, Oliver Curtis. 

Nicholson, Leslie Walter. 

Poll, Cuthbert Herbert. 

Richards, Maurice John. 

Rutherford, Laurence Edgar, LL.B. 
(Liverpool). 

Saint, Stanley Oliver. 

Schiff, Mortimer Harold, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab). 

Seldon, Arthur Arnold,’ B.A. 
(Oxon.). 

Seymour-Stephenson, Selwyn. 

Smallman, George Augustus John. 

Soddy, Leslie. 

Stockwell, Henry Edward. 

White, James Randolph. 


LL.B. 


Gordon, 


Olliver, B.A. 


Number of candidates, 162; passed, 99. 


By order of 


the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucknttt, Secretary. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 25th April, 1913. 
FINAL EXAMINATION, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Final Examination held on the 7th and 8th of 


April, 1913 : 


Abrahams, Barnet. 
Allon, John Brock, B.A. (London). 
Andrewes, Lancelot Frederick. 
Archer, Fulbert Radcliffe. 
Attride, Raymond George. 
Bell, Cecil Charles. 
Bentley, John Frank. 
Bingham, Harold Bertram, D..A. 
(Oxon.) 
Bradshaw, Stanley Goodwin. 
Branthwaite, Raymond Helton. 
Brockman, Ralph Zouch. 
rookes, Herbert Sargent, B.A. 
(Tendon). 
Budd, Thomas Laurence. 
Bull, Roland John Howard. 
Burton, Charles Ernest. 
Burton, Richard Amery. 
Champness, Bernard. 
Clarke, Edgar Charles Gilbert 
Crockford, Eric Bertram. 
Day, Henry Chesmer Poulden. 
Dixey, Arthur Carlyne Niven. 
Edmunds, Francis Trivett. 
Flint, Henry. 
Gill, Ernest, Woollaston. 
Gill, Evans Leonard. 
Gotto, Guy Wolfe, B.A. (Oxon.). 


Gould, Herbert’ Frederick, B.A. 
(Cantab.). 

Graham, Joseph Bramwell. 

Grant, Arthur Stanley. 

Grece, George Lewis Fitzclair. 

Hammond, Edward Watkin. 

Harrison, Charles Edward. 


Harrison, William Stanford-Ben- 
nett. 

Harvey-Samuel, Guy Daniel, B.A. 
(Oxon. ). 


Haworth, Robert Collins. 

Heaton, Richard. 

Heppell, Harry Denby. 

Heslop, Thomas Bernard 

Horner, Arthur Leonard. 

Hoyle, Joshua. 

Johnson, Edward William Peach, 
M.A. (Cantab.). 

Lancaster, Charles Edward. 

Lawden, Henry Tipping. 

Lawrence, Clement George. 

Machin. Alfred George Fysh. 

Minshall, Thomas Charles Wynne. 

Oliver, Charles Frederick. 

Ormerod, Benjamin, LL.B. 
(Victoria). 

Parnall, John. 


| Somers-Smith, John Robert, B.A. 





Pattinson, George Norman, M.A. Street, William George, B.A. 

(Cantab.). (Oxon.). 

Pearson, Robert Tute. Sweet, John Laxon Leslie. 
Roberts, Joseph. Tame, Ernest William. 
Roscoe, William. Taylor, Joseph. 

Rowles, William James. Taylor, Roland Ormsby. 
Rutherford-Elliott, William James Thorne, Hugh. 

Elphinstone. Vincent, William Barnett. 
Sandelson, David Isambard, Waddington, Alfred Pickard. 
Schofield, John James. Walker, Joseph Ownsworth. 
Wanklyn, Roderick Henry. 
Watts, Archibald Wodehouse. 
Wilson, William Holt. 

Windle, John Lightfoot. 

Wright, Reginald Thomas George. 

Wyatt, William- Herbert, B.A. 
(Oxon.). 

Wylde, Arthur. 


Number of candidates, 109; passed, 79. 
THE SHEFFIELD PRIZE. 
(Founded by Arthur Wightman, Esq.) 
The Council have awarded the above prize to Mr. Joseph Roberts, 
who served his articles of clerkship with Mr. J. L. Johnson, jun., of 
Liverpool. 


(Oxon.). 
Smart, Roger, M.A. (Oxon.). 
Solomon, Herbert. 
Stafford, Hubert Langley. 
Stevens, William Lionel. 
Stokes, Reginald Alexander, 


By Order of the Council, 
8. P. B. Bucknill, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 25th of April, 1913. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—A meeting of the society was 
held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 15th April, 1913. 
—Chairman, Mr. P. B. Skeels.—The subject for debate was: That 
the case of Solomon v. Attenborough (1912, 1 Ch. 451) was wrongly 
decided. Mr. R. F. Mattingly opened in the affirmative, Mr. H. Cook 
seconded in the affirmative; Mr. C. F. Woodbridge opened in the 
negative, Mr. C. F. King seconded, in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. J. W. Lonsdale, W. S. Meeke, E. J. 
Kafka, W. M. Pleadwell, E. C. Large, and F. J. The motion 
was lost by 6 votes. 

At a meeting of the society, held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery- 
lane, on the 22nd of April, 1913—chairman. Mr. W. 8S. Meeke—ihe 
following was the subject for discussion: ‘‘ That the requirements of 
the country necessitate the adoption of some form of compulsory military 
service.’’ Mr. C. Stanley Krauss opened in the affirmative; Mr. E. J. 
Phelan opened in the negative. The following gentlemen also spoke :— 
Messrs. W. P. Bennett, R. P. Croom Johnson, H. M. Pothecary, C. F. 
Woodbridge, T. Vosper, F. Burgis, and R. F. Mattingly. The motion 
was carried by 6 votes. 

At a meeting held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 
29th of April, 1913—chairman, Mr. H. G. Meyer—the subject for 
discussion was: ‘‘ That the case of Lathom v. R. Johnson &: Nephew 
(Limited) (1913, 1 K. B. 398) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. L. E. 
Peppiatt opened in the affirmative, Mr. E. C. Large seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. S. H. Lewis opened in the negative, Mr. 8S. G. Brad- 
shaw seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke : 
Messrs. R. T. Davies, P. B: Skeels, H. J. Howland, J. W. Lonsdale, 
W. P. Bennett, and E. J. Kafka. The motion was lost by five votes. 


Finch. 








Companies. 
Atlas Assurance Co. (Limited), 


The 105th annual general court of proprietors of this company was 
held on Monday at the Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. Herbert Brooks 
(chairman of the company) presiding. 

The general manager and secretary (Mr. Samuel J. Pipkin) read 
the notice convening the meeting and the auditors’ report to the 
proprietors. 

The Chairman : I am pleased to tell you that our business, spread 
over all the world as it is, has been well maintained on the whole. 
There are very few places where there has been any diminution of 
business, while in some there has been a considerable increase, with 
the result that the accounts show progress in all branches. There is 
a larger premium income, which is a tribute, I may say, to the 
activity and capacity of your managers and agents. There is also an 
increase in the interest earned, and I think satisfactory features are 
the smaller losses and lower working expenses. Consequently we have 
a larger amount of profit to deal with than in 1911, while we are left 
with increased funds in all our departments of over £200,000. Perhaps 
not the least satisfactory feature is that we have been able te declare 
an increased dividend. Turning to our life department, which appears 
first in the accounts before you, I may point out that the new business 
has reached a total of £456,000, or a net amount, after reassuring 
surplus risks, of £420,000, nearly £20,000 more than in 1911. The 
premiums on this new business amount to over £16,000, and more 
than make up for the loss of premiums consequent upon deaths and 
surrenders, so that the premiums for the year, new and renewals, 
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reached the highest amount we have ever had—namely, £192,230. 
This is in spite of the fact that new business is very expensive and 
difficult to get. Still we have managed to keep down the cost in 
commission and working expenses to 134 per cent. of the premium 
income, against 14.1 in 1911 and 14.7 in 1910. A drop in the expenses 
of 14 per cent. in two years shows that, though we are pressing and 
working hard for new business, we are not obtaining it at an abnormal 
rate of expenditure. ‘The mortality of the year also has been ex- 
tremely light. The claims amounted to £129,926, being some £535,000 
below those of 1911. You will find on page 3 of the report an in- 
teresting statement with regard to the ages of the lives under which 
claims have arisen. Out of a total of 150 death claims 70 were upon 
lives over 70 years of age, 44 on lives over 80.years of age, and the 
average of all the deaths in the year was 66 years of age. Reduced 
working expenses and a low death-rate should help the prospects of 
the bonus to be declared at the end of next year. They have enabled 
us this year to increase the life funds by £89,000, as compared with 
£27,000 in 1911. This will substantially help our interest in the pre 
sent and future years. The total interest upon the life funds last year 
amounted to £85,641, as compared with £80,362 in the previous year. 
Life assurance funds now stand at £2,202,.328. And now I come to 
the fire department. An increase of £40,000 in the premiums gives a 
total of £1,082,000 for the year. Adding interest of £35,000 and 
deducting losses at 50.6 per cent. and expenses at 36 per cent., there 
remains a surplus on the account of £178,000, or a net profit of 
£162,170, after adding £16,500 to reserve for unexpired risks conse 
quent upon the increased income. The whole of this profit has been 
carried to profit and loss account and £70,665 of it brought back into 
the fire account, making the fire fund stand at £1,153,700. This is 
the highest figure it has ever reached, and represents considerably 
more than a year’s premiums. The slight change which has_ been 
made in the method of showing the accounts—that of carrying all 
profits into profit and loss—is due to our desire to be more in accord 
ance with the Insurance Act, and the new form is a form which is now 
adopted by practically all the leading companies. Before leaving this 
fire business I am happy to be able to tell you that both the losses 
and the expenses are lighter than in 1911. In the other branches of 
our business there is a steady, but not rapid, advance. The various 
kinds of accident business—employers’ liability, personal accident, 
burglary, and miscellaneous risks-—are included in one account, and 
show an advance in premium income of nearly £6,000. The year’s 
premiums were practically £38,000, and the claims and expenses about 
75 per cent., thus leaving, with interest, and after increasing reserves 
for unexpired premiums and claims, a profit of £4,500, or about 12} 
per cent. All the profit has been carried back into the account, leaving 
the funds at £42,949, against the premium income, as I have already 
said, of practically £38,000. From the leasehold assurance business 
there is only a small profit, none of which has yet been taken into 
profit and loss. The premiums have advanced by about £1,000 to 
£11,245, and the fund of this department has grown in the year from 
£88,000 to £93,000. Now, to turn to the profit and loss account. You 
will see what has been done with the total profit of £184,000 odd. 
A dividend of £77,687 10s. has been paid or provided for, comparing 
with £66,000 in each of the two previous years. We have this year 
declared the dividend, less income-tax. You have been accustomed to 
6s. per share, free of tax. You will now get 7s. 6d. per share, less 
tax, which represents in the net sum you receive just 7s. 03d. per 
share, against 6s. hitherto. Before leaving the accounts there is one 
other point I should like to mention, and that is the depreciation in 
the value of our Stock Exchange securities. We have not actually 
written them down, but have created investment reserve funds to 
equal the amount of the depreciation. You will see that in the 
accounts. At the end of the quinquennium we can reconsider the 
position and deal with these funds as then seems best. Meantimg the 
securities as shown in the balance-sheet, taken with these funds, are 
below the market value as at 31st of December last, the date at which 
these accounts were made up. Before concluding I would just call 
your attention to the desirability of acquiring new business—both fire 
and life—which is growing daily more difficult to secure and to retain. 
The most potent factor is connection, and here, I think, our share- 
holders can help us by using their influence to attract business to the 
company. More and more we are dependent upon such recommenda- 
tions from shareholders and policy-holders and the activity and alert- 
ness of our outside representatives. These latter we are trying to 
support by maintaining reserves commensurate to our growing business, 
so as to enable every one interested in the company to recommend it 
on the ground of security. I am not disposed to sit down without 
calling attention to the energy and ability displayed by your general 
manager, the managers, and actuary in the control and conduct of the 
whole business, and I may add that they are loyally supported by the 
directors, managers, and agents in other centres, and I think that the 
thanks of the shareholders are greatly due to them. I will now move : 
“That the said report and accounts be received, approved, and entered 
on the minutes.”’ 

The Deputy-Chairman (Mr. Francis A. Johnston) seconded the 
resolution. 

The resolution was carried unanimously without discussion. 

_The Deputy-Chairman then proposed the re-election of the four 
directors retiring by rotation—Mr. Herbert Brooks, the Right Hon. 
Lord Inchcape, Mr. Harry Mosenthal, and Mr. Rhys Williams. He 
added that all these gentlemen were valued members of the court, 
and he submitted their names with the greatest confidence and pleasure. 





Sir John Denison-Pender, K.C.M.G., seconded the resolution, and it 
was unanimously agreed to 

The Chairman : On behalf of my colleagues and myself, I thank you 
very much for this kind evidence of your confidence in us by re-electing 
us to-day. I have now to.state that the dividend declared, as set out 
in the report just passed, will be paid to the proprietors, or to their 
order, on and after Tuesday, the 29th inst. I have also to announce 
that the present auditors offer themselves for re-election. 

Mr. G. E. Cockram : I rise to propose with much pleasure a resolu- 
tion for the re-election of Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, and Co., as 
auditors of this fine office at a remuneration of 400 guineas. I scarcely 
like to sit down without saying, on behalf of myself and the other 
shareholders, how very much indebted we are to you all on that side 
of the table for the truly magnificent account you have put before us 
to-day. I am old enough to remember when this company’s dividend 
was 3s., and now it is 7s. 6d. per share, and if I live a few years 
I believe I shall even see it at 10s. I do not want to see it at that 
figure, however, at the sacrifice of your reserves, but I notice that 
the reserves have grown in an even greater proportion than the pay- 
ment out of dividend to shareholders. That, 1 venture to think, is 
as it should be, and I hope it will always be the policy of this company 
to maintain the strength of its position rather than make the payments 
as large as, perhaps, some of us hungry shareholders would like. 

Mr. D. Goudie Simpson seconded the motion, and it was unanimously 
carried. 

The Chairman: Before closing the proceedings I should like to 
move, ‘That the thanks of this meeting be given to the general 
manager, the managers and actuary, and the staff for their able and 
energetic conduct in the management of the business.’’ 

The Deputy-Chairman seconded the resolution, which was unani 
mously agreed to. 

The General Manager : Mr. Chairman, Mr. Deputy-Chairman, ladies 
and gentlemen, it is always very gratifying to have praise given to you 
even if you do not deserve it, but it is more gratifying when you 
have tried your best to deserve it. Evidently you think we have not 
only tried our best, but that some measure of success has followed 
our efforts. On behalf of my colleagues at the head office, throughout 
England, and all over the world, in fact—because we work with such 
a spirit of unanimity that I can call them all my colleagues with 
sincerity—I beg to thank you, and to assure you that this vote of 
thanks will be extremely gratifying to them all. 

The proceedings then terminated. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


The King has directed that Viscount Hatpane or CLoANn be 
ippointed a Knight of the Thistle, in succession to the Earl of Craw- 
ford, deceased. The last instance, says the 7'imes, of the conferring 
of a high order on a member of the Cabinet was in February, 1912, 
when Sir Edward Grey was created a Knight of the Garter. The 
Order of the Thistle, which consists of only sixteen Knights, ranks 
next to the Garter and before the Order of St. Patrick. There is no 
precedent, at least in modern times, for a Lord Chancellor of Eng- 
land receiving the Order of the Thistle. Lord Haldane has not before 
received any order of knighthood. Of his predecessors Lord Lore- 
burn has the G.C.M.G. and the late Lord Herschell had the G.C.B., 
but Lord Halsbury has no such decoration. Lord Haldane was created 
a viscount in March, 1911. He became Lord Chancellor last year, 
after being Secretary of State for War since 1905. 

Mr. R. B. D. Actanp, K.C., Judge Advocate of the Fleet, has been 
elected a Bencher of the Inner Temple. 

Mr. F. A. S. Stern, solicitor, of Stratford, has been appointed clerk 
to the justices of the Half Hundred of the Beacontree Division of 
Essex. Mr. Stern was admitted a solicitor in 1892, and was for six 
years a member of the West Ham Town Council. He succeeds the 
late Mr. J. H. Attwater. 

The King has approved of the appointment of Serjeant J. F. 
Mortarty to be Solicitor-General in Ireland, in succession to Mr. 
Moloney. ; 

The rank of King’s Counsel has been conferred on Mr. Ceci James 
3aRRINGTON Hurst, C.B., of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, 
assistant Legal Adviser to the Foreign Office, on the occasion of his 
proceeding to America as British Agent and Counsel for the Pecuniary 
Claims, in the Arbitration between Great Britain and the United 
States. 

Mr. Witr1am Crarke Hatt has been appointed to be a Metropolitan 
Police Magistrate, to fill the vacancy caused by the death of Mr. 
Marsham. Mr. Clarke Hall was called to the Bar by Gray’s Inn in 
1889, and joined the South-Eastern Circuit. He is best known in 
the London courts as counsel for the N.S.P.C.C. 





Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 
James BALLANTYNE, ARNOLD Duncan McNatr, and Ernest ALFRED 
Currrorp, solicitors (Ballantyne, McNair, & Clifford), Dock House, 
Billiter-street, London, E.C. April 19. 
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Anprew- WALsH, Frank Gray, and Bertram Epwarp L1ittey, soli- 
citors (Andrew Walsh, Gray, & Rose), 24, New-street, Chipping 
Norton, Oxford. April 12. The said Bertram Edward Lilley wi!l 
henceforth carry on the practice at Chipping Norton in his own name ; 
the said Andrew Walsh and Frank Gray will continue to practise at 
Oxford and elsewhere, as heretofore, under the style or firm of 
Andrew Walsh, Gray, & Rose. Gazeitz, April 25. 


General. 


The Royal Assent was given on the 25th ult. to the Army Annual 
Act, the Provisional Collection of Taxes Act, and the Prisoners (Tem- 
porary Discharge for Ill Health) Act. 


The Solicitors Bill has passed through Committee of the House of 
Lords with an amendment inserted at the instance of Lord Loreburn, 
fixing the lst of November, 1913, as the date for the Act coming into 
operation. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday, in reply to Mr. Joynson 
Hicks, Mr. Asquith said: A motion for the appointment of an addi 
tional judge will be placed on the paper to-night by my right hon. 
friend the Attorney-General, and I trust it may be passed by general 
consent. 


At the Manchester Assizes on the 28th ult., says the J'imes, Mr. 
Justice Bankes sentenced to three years’ penal servitude David Thomp- 
son, solicitor, of Rochdale, who on Saturday had admitted having 
unlawfully converted to his own use two sums, the property of his 
clients, amounting to more than £1,500. The judge said that in 1908 
the defendant stole (there was no other word for it) £1,100 belonging 
to» a poor client. It was not a case in which money was muddled away 
or mixed with other money. The prisoner bought a house with it. 
Later he stole another £450, which was handed to him for the pur 
pose of paying duty on an estate, and spent the money for his own 
private purposes. A worse case he could not conceive. 


Mr. Buxton, in a printed answer to a question by Mr. Ginnell, 
states that the sum paid to each of the law officers for services on 
The Titanic inquiry was made up as follows :— 


Attorney- 
General. 


Solicitor- 
General. 








| £ s. d. S..«, & 
Fee on brief... ... ons | 376 5 O 376 5 0 
Fee for consultations 119 17 0 8619 0 
Refreshers be _ | 1,935 0 0 1925 0 0 
Fees on judgment. ... ove | 27 0 0 27 0 0 

AE TF rab 

| 2458 20 | 2495 4 0 


The Attorney-General was engaged forty-two days on the business of 
the inquiry and the Solicitor-General forty-one days. 


On the 29th ult. the Attorney-General received in private at the 
House of Commons a deputation from the Association of Chambers of 
Commerce of the United Kingdom in regard to the Trade Disputes 
Act of 1906. Discussion centred around section 4 of the Act, which 
states that an action against a trade union or against any members 
or officials in respect of a tortious act alleged to have been committed 
by or on behalf of the union shall not be entertained. An amendment 
of this section was urged. As president of the association, Sir Alger- 
non Firth introduced the deputation, the members of which also in- 
cluded Lord Glantawe, Sir W. Priestley, M.P., Mr. E. Parkes, M.P., 
and representatives of the Newcastle, Giasgow, Leeds, Sheffield, 
Huddersfield, and London and other Chambers of Commerce. Sir 
Rufus Isaacs gave the deputation a non-committal answer, promising 
to give the request his best consideration and to consult the Prime 
Minister. 


Replying in Paitiamentary papers to Mr. Ginnell, who had inquired 
the amount paid out of public funds, in addition to salary, to each 
law officer of the Crown in England and Ireland in the financial year 
1912-13, and the titles of the cases in respect of which those extra 
fees were paid, Mr. Masterman gives the following particulars :-— 
English Attorney-General, £9,764; English Solicitor-General, £6,415; 
Irish Attorney-General, £1,272; Irish Solicitor-General, £1,156. Mr. 
Masterman adds that he does not think he could give a list of all the 
cases for which fees were paid, but the most important were “he 
Titanic inquiry, he Hawke and Olympic case, the peerage cases, the 
Gibson Bowles case, the Seddon case, the prosecution of Mrs. Pank- 
hurst and others, and the matter of the Eagle Public House, Truman, 
Hanbury, & Co. v. the Inland Revenue. 








Wry Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scortisn TemMPeRANce Lire ASSURANCE Co. (LrmiTep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Keotsteans it ATTENDANCE O” 


EmereExcy Appzat Covet Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 


Date. 





Rota. oI, Joron. Swinren Eavy 
Monday May 5 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Bloxam Mr Borrar 
6 Borrer Bloxam Jolly Leach 
7 Leach Jolly Synge Greswell 
5 Church Borrer Farmer Jolly 
9 Synge Goldschmidt Uhuroa Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Wanraineror, NEVILLE. Eve, Saeg@ayt. 
Monday May 5 Mr Jolly Mr Leach Mr Farmer Mr Charch 
Cuesday ...... 6 Greswell Goldschmidt Syayge Farmer 
Wednesday... 7 Borrer Charch Bloxam Goidsshmidt 
Thursday 8 Synge Gresvwell Goldsenmidt Leach 
Friday ......... 9 Farmer Jolly co Borrer 





The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 10th day of May, 1913, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 13th day of May, 1913, inclusive, 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


May 7. — Messrs. Eowiw Fox, Bovsrre.o, Buawerrs & Bappecey, at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Properties (see advertis2ment, back page, this week and April 2%). 

Mav 7.—Messrs, Dovetas Youre & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freenold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, back page, April 26). 

May &—Mesers. H. E, Foster & Cranrietr, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Annui- 
ties, Shares, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 20.—Mesars. Denewnam, Tewsov, Rrcwagpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Business Premises (see advertisemert, back page, this week). 














Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liutrep rn Caaworry. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, April 25. 


AFLECTITE CELLULOID SYNDICATE (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 13, to send tneir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to N. E. Waterhouse, Fredericks p!, Old Jewry, liquidator. 

BRITISH AND COLONIAL GOLF BALL Co, LTD. (LN LiQUIVATION).—Creditors are required.on 
or before May 31, to send their names and ad iresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or ciaims, tu Ernest Henry Saunders, 79, Salis,ury house, Loudon Wall Thorp & 
Saunders, solors to the liqnidat r. 

BRowN & May, Lrp.—Petn tor winding-up preserted April 23, directed to be heard 
May 6. Woodcock & Co, 15, Bloomsbury sq, agents for Wade & son, Newport (Mon), 
solors for the petnis. Notice of appearing must reach the above named nov later 
than six o'clock in the afternoon of May 5, 

COMPAGNIE GENERALE ELECTRIQUE DE LA CHAMPAGNE. LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDA- 
TION).—Creditors are required, on or before. May 23, to send in their names and addresses 
and particulars of their debts or claims, to H. T. McConville, 65, Loudon Wail, 
liquidator. 

ELECTROLYTIO ALKALI Co, Ltp (IN VoLUNTAKY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 9, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or cliims, to Wiliam Harrigon Alexander, at the offices of the Llectrolytic 
Alkali Co, Middlewich, liquidator. 

FELIX ABRAHAM & Co, LTp. —Creditors are required, on or before June 5,to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rudolf 
Doct«r, 10, Drapers gdns. Spyer & Suns, Austin Friars House, Austin Friars, solors 
to the liquidator. 

H. A. Dawson, LtTp.—Petn for winding-up, presented April 17, directed to be heard 
May 6. Judge & Priestley, 3, Liverpoo: st, solors for the peturs, Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named nt later than six o’c'ock in the afternoon of May 5. 

RvusBeR EstaTES TRUST AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LTD.—Petn for winding-up 
presente April 3, directed to be heard* May 6. Heywood & Ram, The Outer Temple, 
222, Strand, selors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of May 5. 

Tupor Housx Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or elaims, to William Coster 
Kemp, 22, Lord st, Liverpool, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. * 
London Gazette—TUsvAY, April 29. 


ABERDARE FRUIT SToRES, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
John Parrish, 9, Park ln, Aberdare. ‘Thos. W. Griffiths, solor for liquiuator. 

BROWN’S COMPLETE ELEVATOR Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, 
to send tneir naires and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to W. H. Lawson, 15, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

LARKIN, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Bernard Harper, 
35, Great Tower st, liquidator. 

SaAWyeR & Diux Ltd.—Creditors are required, on or before May 9, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Herbert 
Sayer, Marive chmbrs, 26, London rd, Lowestoft, liquidator. 

UNIVERSAL SCREW AND STEEL Co, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before June-14, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Francis William Clarke, Corridor chmbrs, Market pl, 
Leicester. Simpson & Bennett, Leicester, solors for the liquidator. 

W. E. CLAPHAM, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Selby Thornton, 62, Dale st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

WILHELMINA STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Cromwell Alfred Stephens, 20, Bishopsgate, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—-FRIDAY, April 25. 
TANNETT WALKER & Co, LTD. 
GALCHEN SLATE QUARRIES, LTD, 
T. MILLS, Lrp. 
RELIANCE THEATRE SuPPLY Co, LTD, 
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FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 





Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. 
Domestic Servants. 


Burglary. 


Property Owners’ Indemaity. 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 
Fidelity Guarantee. 


Workmen’s Compensation, including 


Third Party. Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Eeq.. J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Eseq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 
H. LD. BEWES, Eeq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co,), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row.| JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Feq. (Morrell, fon & Peel 


Fk. E. E. FAKERKOTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 


E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,] GEORGE L. STEWA T, Eeq. (Lee & Pem 


Westminster. 
C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Grahem & Co,), Lincoln's Inn. 
W. A. T. HALLOWEsS, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, Esq. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 


E. CARLETON HOLMES, Eeq.(formerlyuf E. Carleton Holmes, Fell& Wade’, Redford Row 


FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford, 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON RB, L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 


FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Mariborough Street. 


RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & oR — Row. 


(Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 
. (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
bertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEEDIE, Feq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A, & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H, WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & David ), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esgq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 


THOMAS RAWLE, 
J. E. W. RIDER 











SECRETARY—H, T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession INVITES 


APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICIIORS, TO WHUM IT 


business on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 


iS ABLE 10 OFFER SWVECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


Prospectuses and Proposal 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 
offered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 








COMPAGSIE GENERALE ELEcTRIQUE De LA CHAMPAGNE, LTD. 
VICTORIA PARK WHARF AND Storage Co, Lrp. 
RICHARD Jongs & Sons, LTD 

MARYLANDS STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp 

PARKLANDS STEAMSHIP Co, Lrb. 

ANGLO-FoREIGN Reviews, Lrp. 

SIGURD SYNDICATE Ltp. 

ELECTROLYTIC ALKALI Co, Lp. 

PHENICIAN, LTp. 

Busy Bex PRINTING AND PUBLISHING Co, Lrp. 

Suirn & Keen, Ltp 

BIRCHALL MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 

BIRMINGHAM CITY AND SUBURBAN Money Sociery, Ltp 
JEWISH WORLD (1906), LTD. 


London Gazette,— TURSDA7, April 29 
SAWYER & Dyer, Ltp. e 
MISSISSIPPI AND DOMINION STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
LA LUNE (TRINIDAD) Or, BLOCKS, Lip, 
Houme & KING, Lrp. 
MADDOX Bros, LTD. 
HILLE & Co, Lrp. 
GERRARD PROPERTIES, LTD 
CLocK House SuppLy Co, Lrp. 
MARSH, Son & Co, LTD. 
WERNETH CRICKET AND BOWLING Co, Lp, 
BRISTOL OLYMPIA Rink, Ltp 
ATKIN'S SUPPLY STORES, LTD. 
AUTOMOBILE CO OPERATIVE ALLIANCE, LTD. 
WILHELMINA STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
H. Grouper, Lrp. 
W. E. CLAPHAM, LTD. 
BOYACA SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Joseru Ronerts & Co, LTD. 
BORAX ©O, LTD. 
ADAMS MANUFACTURING Co, LTD 
ARTHUR HENRY RECKLESS & Co, LTD, 
HARTEX, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.~FRIDAY, April 25. 


ASHFORD, ANN, Swansea May 3 Kempthorne, Neath 

BALCH, HENRY DUTHOIT, Torquay May 9 Miller & Smiths, Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st 

BALDWIN, BETSEY ALICR MAUDR, Clitheroe, Lancs June 21 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

BALDWIN, HENRY HALL, Clitheroe, Lancs June 2l Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

BERRY, HENRY, Macclesfield May 22 Pimblott, Macclesfield 

BIsHoP, JOSEPH, Turners Hill, Sussex, Grocer May 26 Morrisons & Nightingale, Rei- 
gate 

BISSMIRE, FLIZABETH, Rivercourt rd, Hammersmith May 26 Routh & Co, Southamp- 
ton et, Bloomsbury 

BOSELEY, ANNIE, Radford, Nottingham May 3 Simpson & Lee, Nottingham 








| BROOMHEAD, BarrsTow, Elland, Yorks, Grocer June2 Farrar, Hali’ax 


Burt, “ir CHARLES, Richmond, Surrey June 4 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

BYNG, ALICE LOUISA BULKLEY, James av, West Kensington May 27 Cridlaud, selor 
for London and South Western Bank, Ltd 

CHAPLIN, SAMUEL ForD, High st, Borough, Southwark, Rubber Dea'er May 10 
Greening & Siggs, Fenchurch st 

Cork, JOHN, Rugby May 96 Pulman, Rugby 

Cork, SAMUEL, Ashton under Hill, Glos, Market!'Gardener May 26 Birch & Co, Evesham 

COZENS, FREDERICK, High st, Deptford May 30 Marchant & Co, Deptford 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Raglan. Mon May 26 Vizard & Son, Monmouth 

DAWN, CECILIA ELIZABETH, Finchampstead, Berks May 22 Meredith & Co, New sq 
Lincoln's inn 

FORDER, MARTHA, Surlingham, Norfolk May 20 Hill & Perks, Norwich 

GIBBS, FREDERICK, Pall Mall, House Steward May 30 Armstrong, Mostyn rd, Brixton 

GopLEY, WILLIAM, Brighton June 12 Williams, Brighton 

GOODWIN. SAMUEL, Sutton, Macclesfield May 22 Pimblott, Macclesfield 

GREEN, Major General JouN WILLIAM,-Plymouth Junel Bennett & Ferris, 68, Cole- 
man st 

Grey, Mary, Ghriston Bank, nr Embleton, Northumberland May 27 Douglas, Aln- 
wick 

HOLDSWORTH, HANNAG, Stansfield, nr Todmorden June6 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 

HoLpsworta, JAMES, Tormorden, Mechanic June 6 Jackson & Co, Kochdale 

Hopkins, Lewis, Oxford ter June3 Grabbe & Troughton, New ct, Lincoln's inn 

Hupson, RoBeRT, New Crossrd May 30 Marchant & Co, Deptford 

HuMBLE, JOHN, Annfield Plain, Durham, Stationer May 8 Ridley & Reay Smith, 
Stanley, Durham 

JOHNSTON, WILLIAM, Toyd, nr Salisbury, Wilts June9 Herbert, Cork st 

JOINER, MARY, Solihull, Warwick May 31 Mitchell & Chattock, Birmingham 

KELLEY, ARTHUR, Rotherwood rd, Putney, Lighterman May 26 Bolton & Co, Temple 
gdns, Temple 

KITTLE, HANNAH, Great Yarmouth May 24 Waters, Great Yarmouth 

KNIGHT, SABINA ANN, Colchester May 31 White, Colchester 

LAUGHTON, JOSEPH, Leeds, Butcher May 30 Granger & Nield, Leeds 

LAWTON, AMY, Castle Donington, Leicester May 31 Angrave, Leicester 

Lewis, JANE, Cwmdauddwr, Radnor July 1 Yaughan, Builth Wells 

Log, EitzA Mary, Isleworth, M'ddix May 22 Edgcombe & Co, Southsea 

LUCAS, WILLIAM, Chesterton rd, North Kensington June 24 Wade, Hitchin, Herts 

Lurr, ELLEN, Petersfield, Hants May 31 Burley, Petersfield 

Lyons, Jessy, Little Stanhope st, Mayfair May 27 O Bryen-Taylor, King st : 

Moorg, SUSAN CATHERINE, New Cruss rd, Deptford May 31 Avery & Wolverson, New 
Cross rd 

Monro, WILLIAM, Barrowin Furners May 21 Thompson, Barrow in Furness 

NIGHTINGALE, MARY ELIZABETH, Northampton June 2 Caporn & Campbell, Cole- 
man st 

PARK, THOMAS, Lyham rd, Brixton May 31 Whites & Co, Budge row 

PLATER. JOHN JAMES, Birmingham, Basket Manufacturer May 31 Powell & Browett, 
Birmingham f 

PovNTER, MARIA Lovursa, Oldst May 381 Gellatly & Sons, Dock House Billiter st 

RANDALL, WILLIAM, Hemel Hempsted, Herts May 19 Smeathman, Hemel Hempsted 

ROBSON, SARAH JANE, Bishopton, Durham May 23 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tces 

RODGER, MARTHA ANN, Padsey, Yorks May 20 Carr, Leeds : 

STONE, RICHARD, Compton rd, Cauonbury May 24 Muller & Co, St Stephen's chmbrs, 
Telegraph jst 

TALLENTIRE, rant, Middleton in Teesdale, Durham May 20 Helmer, Barnard 
Castle 

THOMPSON, RICHARD, Whalley, Lancs June 21 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

WARREN, CHARLOTTE ELLEN, Market Drayton, Salop May 31 Blunt & Brocklehurst, 
Macclesfield 
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Wesb-W ARE, CONSTANCE AGNES, Hascombe, nr Godal ving, 
Holborn 


WesstTer, CHARLES Pudsey, Yorks, Wool Merchant May 
WINT«R, SELINA, Marlow, Bucks June 1 


WORTHINGTON, ANNA, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs June 1 


ten 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 29. 
May 6 Mid ilebrook, Birstall, nr Leeds 


ALLoTT, RICHARD, Gom>rsal, Yorks 


ARDASEER, FLORENCE EMMELINE. R chmond, Su‘rey Jun» 24 
Furness, Lancs June 1 


ASHBURNER, ROBERT WILLIAM, Kirkby in 
Ulverston 

BATTERSBY, WILLIAM, Preston May 8 

BEESLEY, RICHARD SANDERS, Oxford June 2 


Bramwell, Preston 


Oppenheimer & Co, Copthall av 


BIRD,SYDNEY RAYMOND, Birmingham June3 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Alcock & Abberley, Burslem 
BROOKES, ALFRED GEORGE, Chancery In, Patent Agent May 31 -M.rson & Toulmin 


BLAIZE, HERBERT, Burslem, Staffs May 20 


Southwark Bridge rd ‘ 
BROWN, FRANCIS, Warwick May 26 Locker, Birmingham 


BurRRA, ROBERT, Sedbergh, Yorks June 24 Johnson & Co, New sq, Liacoln’s Inn 
COURTNEY, SUSAN TORY, Winchester June 14 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
DAVIES, SARAH, Catford, Kent May 26 Mills & Co, 11, Queen Victoria st 

ForD, SAMUEL, Cheltenham May 30 Wiuterbotham & Go, Cheltenham 
GLADMAN, PERCY WILLIAM, Landor rd, Stockwell, Telegraphist 


Finsbury pymt 
GopBy, CHARLES HENRY, Chard, Somerset, Tailor May 31 


GorsT, ELEANOR FRYER, Deganwy, nr Llandudno May 31 


Liandudn >» 


GREEN, WILLIAM, Bickley, Kent May 3) Green, Cannon st 


GRIFFITH, WILLIAM, Greenwich, Kent, Lighternan May 31 Carr, Gt Tower st 


HARVEY, MARIE ELIZABETH, Morgan mans, Holloway rd 
bldgs, Basinghall st 
HAYTHORN, MATILDA, Nottingham May 31 


st 
HOWARD, HENRY, and AGNES HOWARD, Framsdeno June 1 
HUTCHINS, MARY ANN, Quairantra, Canonbury Janel 
JACKSON, MARIA, Greenfield, nr Oidham May 30 
JORDAN, THOMAS, Deal, 


LANCASTER, JOHN, Moseley, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller 


Birmingham 


LARENCE, HARRY JAMES WILLIAM, Avenue rd, Downsrd, Clapton June3 Downer & 


Joanson, Salisbury house, London Wall 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 25. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ARNOLD, GEORGE HENRY, Leicester, Shoe Hand Leicester 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

BUCHANAN-WILSON, Roy, Maddox st High Court Pet 
Mar 29 Ord April 21 

BURNETT, WILLIAM HENRY, Woolfardisworthy, Devon, 
Farmer Exeter Pet April 22 Ord April z2 

CARTWRIGHT, GREGORY, Penn, Staffs, Farmer Wolver- 
hampton Pet April 7 Ord April 23 

CHADWICK, THOMAS, Manchester, Commercial 
Manchester Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

CORLESS, SAMUEL, Romiley, Chester, Draper* Ashton 
under Lyne Pet April 19 Ord Aprii 19 

Cox, «WILLIAM HONEYFIELD, Blandford, Dorset, Small 
Holder Dorchester Pet April23 Ord April v3 

DAVIS, SAMUEL GEORGE FRANK, Kingsdown, Bristol, 
Engineer Bristol Pet April2l Ord April 21 

DAWSON, JOHN LISLE, Newbiggin by the Sea, Nurtham- 
berland Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 11 Ord 
April 23 

Dawson, ROBERT LISLE, Blyth, Northumberland, Fish 
Salesman Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 11 Ord 
April 23 ’ 

DOIDGE, GEORGE, Argoed, Mon, Builder and Contractor 
Tredegar Pet April 2 Ord April 22 

DovEY, HARRY, Ringwood, Hants, Builder Salisbury Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

DUCKERING, CHARLES, Gainsborough, Plumber 
Pet Apri! 23 Ord April 23 

DUCKWORTH, GEORGE, Manchester, Pork Butcher Man- 
chester Pet April 18 Ord April 23 

FILES, WILLIAM JaMEs, Deal, Kent, Gas Fitter Canter- 
bury Pet April23 Ord April 23 

GRIFFIN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Birkdale, Painter Liverpocl 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 } 

GRIFFITHS, GEORGE, Nottiogham, Cabinet.Maker Not- | 
tingham Pet April22 Ord April 22 | 


Clerk 





Lincoln 


Lyell & Betenson, Lloyd's av 


Franklin, Oxford 
BIEDERMANN, MARIE HELENE, Rutlani ct, Rutland Gate, Knightsbridga May 14 


I Leman, Nottiogham 
HOOKER, FREDERICK, Richmond, Surrey, Provision Merchant June 4 Hands, Gresham 


Turner & Co, Ipswich 
Cubison, Dove ct, Oid Jewry 
Claye & Son, Manchester 

Kent Junel6 Bird & Lovibond, Uxbridge 


Surrey May 30 Rayner’ 

17 Newell, Bradford 
Davies & Co, Warring: Green, Dublin 

Green, Dublin 


dish st 


Neal, Arthur st ODDIE, ANN, Blackburn 


Poole & Co, 
Evesham 


Abbott, Long Acre 


Surrey st, Strand 


Manchester 





May 31 Gowing, Lincoln's ina fields 


Thomas & Reade, Chard | 
Chamberlain & Johnson, | 


May 26 Skeels, G.-esham 
Birm ingham 
Victoria st 


ct, Old Jewry 


May 30 Whitehouse, 


pool 











HITCHON, EDWIN, Bolton, Meat Salesman Bolton 
April17_ Ord April 21 

JEFFERSON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Ryton, Durham, Plum- 
ber Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April8 Ord April 22 

KIRTON, THOMAS, Leigh, Lancs, Practical Jeweller Bolton 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

LAWRENCE, DENNIS, Little Stonham, Suffolk, Wheelwright 
Bury St Edmunds Pet April 22 Ord April 22 


Pet 


MULLIN, CHARLOTTE ROBERTA, Prestatyn, Flint June 1 


May 17 
PARTINGTON, JOSePH, Abbots Morton, Worcester, Farmer 


SITWELL, ROBERT SACHEVEREL WILMOT, Smalley, Derby May 29 
SLATER, CYRUS, Manchester Miller 
SMITH, ANNIE CONSTANOK, Tiverton, Devon 
SMITH, BASIL WICKLNGS, Lincoln's inn fields, Solicitor 


SNEYD, HENRIETTA ELIZABETH, Portland pl 
SNOW, SAMURL, Bridgwater, Farmer 
STAFFORD, WALTER, Peterborough May 12 
STAFFORD, CHARLOTIE, Peterborough 
STONE, WILLIAM ALFRED, Croydon 

TOSSELL, GEORGE JOHN, Manchester 
TROBRIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Handsworth, Stafford May 31 


VAISSIER EK, MARGARET, Leighton rd, Kentish Town 
VAN BIENE, AUGUSTE, Golders Green, Actor Musician 


West, MARTHA ELLEN, Sydenham rd, Croydon 


WRIGHT, FREDERICK JAMES, Praed st, Paddington 
Serjeants’ inn, Fl et st 


| 


LEVERTON, WALTER, Surfleet, Lincoln, Thrashing Machine | 


Worker Peterborough Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
MARRIS, WALTER, Norwich, Baker Norwich 


Ord April 22 


Pet April 7 | 


PHILLIPS, WILLIAM HENRY, Mountain Ash, Glam, Draper | 


Aberdare Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

RAMSAY, ARTHUR WILLIAM WooTron, Allerton rd, Stoke 
Newington, Surveyor High Court Pet April 24 Ord 
April 24 

REES, HENRY, Caerphi'ly, Glam, 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

RENSHAW, HARRY, Darna!! Sheffield, Coal Miner 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Simpson, LAST WILLIAM, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, General 
Dealer High Court Pet April 23 Ord Aprii 23 

STURGES, HENRY, Southsea, Bootmaker Portsmouth 
Pet April 23 g Ord April 23 

SWINDEN, URIAH, Spaldington, Yorks, Farmer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April21 Ord April 21 

THOMAS, JOHN, Aberaman, Aberdare, Collier 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

THOMPSON, ALBERT ARTHUR, Luton, Commercial Traveller 
Luton Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

WARBY, ARTHUR ROBERT, Brierley Hill, Staffs, 
Stourbridge Pet April21 Ord April 21 

W tSTGARTH, CHRISTOPHER, Newcastle upon Tyn*, Licensed 
Victualler Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 21 Ord 
April 21 

WILDE, WILLIAM, New Tredegar, Mon, Coal Miner Trede- 
gar Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

WILSON, HAROLD, York, Grocer’s Assistant York Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

WRIGHT, PERCY WILFRED, Palmerston rd, Kilburn, Baker 
High Court Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


Butcher Pontypridd 


Sheffi 11 


Aberdare 


Grocer 





L¥EDHAM, ELIZABETH WATSON, Sidmouth, Devon May 30 Claye & Son, Manchester 
MADDOX, EsTH ER SHEPHERD, Leigh, Worcester 
MCBARRON, CATHERINE, St Helens, Lancs 
MULLIN, CHARLOTTE ERNESTINE, Prestatyn, Flint 


May 31 Hulme, Worcester 
May 24 Davies, St Helens 
Junel A &LGoodbody, College 


Lewis Goodbody, College 


MYERS, JULIAN DANIEL, Aldermanbury, Clothier June 4 Gery & Brooks, Old Caven- 


Wilson & Co, Black>urn 


June 2 Byrch & Co 


REYNOLDS, FANNY, Beckenham, Kent June3 Nash & C», Queen st 
ROGERS, MARY CA/ HERINE ELIZABETH, Bath os 
SHARER, KATHERINE STRATHEARN, Port Bannatyne, Isle of Bute, Sco.land May 25 


May 31 Macdonald & Longrig, Bath 


SHATTOCK, Major THOMAS, Blackrock, co Cork, Ireland May 31 Nicholson & Crouch, 


SHAW, DAVID, Manchester May 26 Orford & Sons, Manchester 
| SHAWOROSS, RADFORD, Cromers Lake, nr Frodsham, Chesiire May 80 Claye & Son, 


Taylor & Co, Derby 
June 14 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

June 28 Adshead, Arundel st, Strand 
May 29 Beaumont & Son 


June 1 White & Co, Whitehall pl 
Barham & Watson, Bridgwater 

Norris & Son, Peterborough 
May 12 Norris & Son, Peterborough 

June 2 Bridgmin & Co, College hill 
May 31 Br ggs & Co, Manchester 

Wright & Marshall 


May l4 


June 9 Grandy & Co, Queen 


May 31 Roche & Co, Church 


May 31 ‘Terrell & Varley, Copthall 


av 
WILSON, JOHN, Prince Edward Island, Master Mariner June 14 Martin & Co, Liver- 


June 2 Woodbridge & Sons 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

APPLETON, ELIZABETH FRANCES, King’s Lynn, Norfolk 
Milliner May 3 atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ARNOLD, GEORGE HENRY, Leicester, shoe Hand May 8 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

BUCHANAN-WILSON, Roy, Maddox st, Gentlenan May 5 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CARTWRIGHT, GREGORY, Penn, Staffs, Farmer May 6 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

CHADWICK, THOMAS, Manchester, Commercial Clerk May 
5 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Day, WILLIAM, Charitun Kings, Glos, Dairyman 
8 at 3.30 County Court bliugs, Chelten am 

ELLIOTT, WILLIAM, Lancaster, Furnishing Ironmonger 
May 5at 11 Off Rec, 13, Wincxley st, Pres on 

FAGIN, SOLOMON, Liverpool, Furniture Dealer May 6 at 
11 Off Rec, Union Murine b dgs, 11, Dale st, Liver- 

01 

FLETCHER, JOSEPH, Effingham House, Arundel st May 
5at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GapDsBY, FRANK CALLADINE, Carlton, Notts, Barman 
May 5 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

HARDING, HENRY CHARLES WILLIAM FRANCIS, Chilmark, 
Wilts, Carpenter May6 at1l Ouf Rec, City chmbrs, 
Catherine st, Salisbury 

HILLYARD, WILLIAM I., Thrapston, 
Merchant May 5 at 12.46 
Thrapston 

JACKSON, ARTHUR EDWARD, Norwich, Merchant's Cle k 
May 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8. King st, Nurwich 

JEFFERSON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Kyton, Durham, 
Plumber May 6 at 1 Oi Kec, 30, Mo.ley st, New- 
evstle upon Tyne 

LAWRENCE, Hal, Abinger rd, Pedford Park May7 at 12 
Off Rec, 14, Bedfurd row 

MORGAN, WILLIAM JAMES, Ilford, Essex, Solicitor's Clerk 
May 6at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

NEWMAN, Harry, Brighton, Sussex, Undertaker May 3 
at1ll 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

NICHOLSON, HARRY AUGUSTUS, Ashton-under-Lyne, 
Wholesale Baker May 5 at 3 Off Kec, Byrom st 
Manchester 


May 


Northampton, Coal 
White Hart - Hotel, 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 880. 


MOoOONRGATE STRAT, LONYDon, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


spplication. 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Pui.tirs, WitttaAmM, Hewry, Motintain Ash, Glam 
Draper May 16 at 11.30 Off Kec, St Catherine's 
chmbrs, St. Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Pyx, MARTIN, Great Yarmouth Baker May 3 at 12 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

RAMSAY, ARTHUR WILLIAM WoorTton, and ALBERT 
SIDNEY WAINWRIGHT, 229, Seven Sisters rd, Surveyors 
April 80 at 11 30 - Bankruptcy bidgs, Cary st 

Regs, HENRY, Caerphilly, Giam, Butcher 
Off Rec, *t Catherine’s chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

SIMPSON, LAST WILLIAM, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, General 
Dealer May7at12 Bankru tcy bidgs, Carey st 

SWINDEN, UR(AH, Spildington, Yorks, Farmer May 6 at 
12 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbes, Lowgate, tiull 

WILSON, HAKOLD 
May 7 at 3 
York 

WRIGHT, Percy WILFRED, Palmerston rd, Kilburn, Baker 
May7at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Off 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARNOLD, GEORGE HENRY, Leicester, Shoe Hand 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


Leice ter 


May 6 at 11 


| 


| BIRKINSHAW, 


Huntington, Yorks, Groc-r's Assistant | 
Off Rec, the Red House, Duncombe pl, | 


BEAUMONT, Horack WILLIAM, Cheapside. Manufacturers’ | 


Agent High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord April 22 
BURNeTT, WILLIAM HENRY, Woolfardisworthy, Devon, 
Farmer Exeter Pet April 22 Ord April 22 
CAMERON, FREDERICK W, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord April 22 
CHADWICK, THOMAS, Manchester, Commercial 
Manchester Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
CLOKE, STANLEY, Hale In, Edgware, Refuse Disposal Con- 
tractor Barnet Pet Mar 11 Ord April 21 
CORLESS, SAMUEL, Romiley, Chester, Draper 
under Lyne Pet Aprii19 Ord April 19 
Cox. WILLIAM HONEYFIELD, Blandiord, Dorset, Small- 
holder Dorchester Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
DAVIS, SAMUEL GEORGE FRA‘ K, Kingsdown, Bristol, 
Engineer Bristol Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
DEAN, JOHN, Manchester, Timber Merchant Manchester 
Pet Feb 10 Ord April 22 
Dovey, Harry, Ringwood, Hants, Builder Salisbury Pet 
April 23. Ord April 23 
DUCKERING, CHARLES, Gainsborough, 
Pet April @ Ord April 23 
FILES, WILLIAM JAMES, Deal, Kent, Gas Fitter 
bory Pet Apr123 Ord April 23 
GRIFFIN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Birkda.e, Painter 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 
GRIFFITHS, GEORGE, Nottingham, Cabinet Maker and 
Upholsterer Nottingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 
Groves, JoHN, Leominster, Picture Palace Proprietor 
Leominst-r Pet April 1 Ord April 16 
HARDING, HENRY CHARLES WILLIAM, Chilmark, Wilts 
Carpenter Salisbury Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
HiTcHoN, EpW:N, Bolton, Meat Salesman Bolton 
April 17 Ord April 21 
Kirton, THOMAS, Leigh, Lancs, Practical Jeweller Bolton 
Pet April 28 Ond April 23 


Ashton 


Plumber Liacoln 
Canter- 


Livery ool 


Pet 


Clerk | 


| SLACK, JOHN HENRY, Sheffield, Draper 


LAWRENCR, ENNIS, Little Stonham, Suffolk, Wheelwright | 


bury St Edmunds Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

LEVERTON, WALTER, Surfleet, Lincoln, Thrashing Machine 
Worker Peterborough Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

NAHMAD, Moses HAIM, Manchester, Grey Cloth Agent 
Manchester Pet Mar 20 Ord April 22 

NICHOLSON, HARRY AUGUSTUS, Ashton under Lyne, Whole- 
sale Baker Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar 31 Ord 
April 22 

PHILLIPS, WILLIAM HENRY, Mountajn Ash, Glam, Draper 
and Fraiterer Aberdare Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Rees, Hevry, Caerphilly, Glam, butcher Pontypridd 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

RENSHAW, HARRY, Sheffield, Coal Miner Sheffield Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

SMITH, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Grocer Pet 
Mar 18 Ord Apr.l 22 

STURGES, HENRY, Southsea, 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 


Nottingham 


Bootmaker Portsmouth 


SWINDEN, URIAH, Spaldingtoo, Yorks, Farmer Kingston | 


upon Hull Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

THOMAS, JOHN, Aberaman, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare 
Pet April24 Ord April 24 

WARBY, ARTHUR ROBERT, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer 
Stourbridge Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


WARRILOW, JAMES BAKEWELL, Chippenham, Cycle Agent | 


Bath Pet April 14 
W ESTGARTH, 


Ord April 22 

CHRISTOPHER, Newcastle 
Licensed Victualler Newcastle upon 
April 21 Ord April 21 

WHINNEY, HAROLD Firs, Bolton 
Ord April 23 

WHITLOCK, WALTER, Market Harborough 
April’ Ord April 21 

WILps, WILLIAM, New Tredegar, Mon, Coalminer Tredegar 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

WILson, HAaRoLp, York, 
April 22. Urd April x2 

Woop, CHARLES, Hounslow, 
Maris Ord April 23 

WRIGHT, PERCY WILFRED, Palmerston rd, Kilburn, Baker 
High Court Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Waicat, WILFRED and WALTER WILFsED Warient, 
Rotherham, Confectioners Sheftield Pet Aprii 21 
Ord April 21 


upon 
Tyne 
Bolton 


Pet Feb 14 


Leicester Pet 


Grocer Assistant York Pet 


Stationer B.entford Pet 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 18 ; 
PREECE, JAMES DUNCAN, The Cottaze, Park 
bridge 


rd, Knights- 
High Court Pet Fed13 Ord Feb 14 : 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Le BLANC, 


Dec 30 Annul April 14 


Lonton Gazette. —Turspay, April 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


| ALpoRor?, WILLIAM, Cheetham Hill, Manchester, Poultry 


Saleeman Manchester Pet April 24 Ord Apfil 24 


| ATKINSON, MARSDEN, Cheetham Hill, Manches er, Motor 


Pet Aori! 26 Ord April 25 
KNIGHTON, Sheffleld, Pork 
Pet April 26 Ord Apcil 26 
Donnerville. near Wellington, 
Shrewsbury Pet April 26 


Manche ster 
WILLIAM 


Engineer 


Butcher Sheffisii 

30ND, WILLIAM AMES, 
Commercial Traveller 
Ord April 25 

Brown, Percy CHARLEs, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet April26 Ord Ap-il 26 

CARR, SAMUBL, Danby Wiske, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton 
Pet Avril 24 Ord April 24 

Errt. CHARLES E, New Oxford st, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord April 25 

FREEMAN, BERNARD Louis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Rubber 
Merchant Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 12 
Ord April 25 

(00DMAN, SOLOMON, Merthyr Tydfil, 
Tydfil Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

HARTLAND, ERNEST WILLIAM, Stapenhill, Derby, Fruit 
Salesman Burton on Trent Pet April 25 Ord 
April 25 

HEINEMANN, AUGUSTIN, Easton, Bristol, Jeweller Bristol 
Pet Apri! 24 Ord April 24 

Hirst, SELWYN, Stockport, Huddersfield 
Pet Mar 19 Ord April 24 

Hows8, ARTHUR, Kingston upon Hull, Lighterman King- 
ston upon Hull Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Jacobs, ABRAHAM, Drayton pk, Islington, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Aoril 2 Ord April 2. 

JEWELL, THEOPHILUS, Turin st, Bethn«] Green, Contractor 
High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 25 

MERRICK, OSCAR HULL, Hove, Sussex, Stockbroker Brigh- 
ton Pet Mar 26 Ord April 25 


Baker Merthyr 


Architect 


| OLDROYD, JoaN EDWARD, Allen Croft, Birkanshiw, Yorks, 


Decorator Dewsbury Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

PANKOW, FREDERICK HENRY EMIL, Llanover st, Regent.st 
High Court Pet Mar 6 Ord April 23 

REYNOLDS, JOHN, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Baker Tredegar Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 

RUSSELL, ASHLEY EDWARDS, Southport, Lancs, Mantle 
Manufacturer Salford Pet April 24 Ord April 26 

RYDER, CHARLES JAMES, Elmore, nr Gloucester, Baker 
Gloucester Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Sheffield Pet 

April 24 Ord April 24 

STANDING, ERNEST, Basinghall st 
31 Ord April 24 

WHITEHEAD, GEORGE, Lancaster, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Preston Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

WHITEHEAD, H VaueHaN, Regent st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Mar7 Ord April 24 

WILKES, ARTHUR, Dudley, Worcester, Butcher Dudley 
Pet April5 Ord April 25 

WILKES, JAMES Epwarp, Chadderton: Fold, Chadderton, 
Lanes, Carter Oldham Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

WINTER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, North End, Portsmouth, 
Builder Portsmouth Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

FIRST MEETINGS, 

ALDCcROFT, WILLIAM, Manchester, Poultry Salesman 
May 9 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

ATKINSON, MARSDEN, Cheetham Hill, Manchester, Motor 
Engineer May 9 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

SOND, WILLIAM AMES, Donnerville, nr Wellington, Salop, 
Commercial Traveller May 1C at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, 
Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

SURNETT, WILLIAM HENRY, Woolfardisworthy, Davon, 
Farmer May 16 at 10.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, 
h.xeter 

CLORE, STANLEY, Hale In, Edgware, Kefuse Disposal 
Contractor May 8 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

CORLES4, SAMUEL, Hyde, Cheshire, Draper May 7 at 3 
Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester , 

DAVIS, SAMUEL GEORGE FRANK. Kingsdown, Bristol 
Cycle Engineer May 7a: 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 


Hig: Court Pet Jan 


| DAWSON, JOHN LISLE, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 


| Dawson, Ropert Liste, B'yth, Fish Salesman 


Tyne | 
Pet 


land May 8at2 
upon Tyne 


Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


May 8 

at3 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Dorper, GEORGE, Argoed, Mon, Builder May 7 at 12 Off 
Rec, 141, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

DUCKWORTH, GEORGE, Manchester, Pork Butcher May 8 
at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Eri, CHARLES E, New Oxford st, Company Promoter May 
Satill Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


| FREEMAN, BERNARD LOUIS, Newcastle upon ‘I'yne, Rubber 


Merchant May 7 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

GOODMAN, SOLOMON, Merthyr Tydfil, Baker May 8 at 12 
Of Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

GRIFFIN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Birkdale, Lancs, Painter 
May 7at1i Off Rec, Unioa Marine jbldgs 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool 

Groves, JouN, Leominster, Picture Palace Proprietor 
May 7at12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

HircuoN, Eowin, Bolton, Meat Salesman May 8 at 3 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


| Howk, ARTHUR, Kingston upon Hull, Lighterman May 


9 at 11.30 
Hull 


Oif ;Rec, York City Bank chmbra, Lowgate 


| JACOBS, ABRAHAM, Drayton pk, Islington, Coal Merchant 


May 7atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


| JEWELL, THEOPHILUS, Turin st, Bethnal Green, Contracvor 


May 7at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Kine, Joun MATTHEW, Glastonbury, Horse Dealer 
May 7 at 11.80 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol! 


LAWRENCE, DENNIS, Little Stonham, Suffolk, Wheelwright 


MaARRIS, 
FLORENCE MARY, Bournemouth Poole Adjud 


May 7 at2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


WaLrer, Norwich, Baker May 7 at 12.30 

Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Merrick, OSCAR HiLl, Hove, Sussex, Stockbroker 
May 7 atll Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 





May 3, 19%}. 

PANKOW, FREDERICK Henry Emit, Hanover st, Regeut 
st May 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RENSHAW, HARRY, Darnall, Sheffield, Coal Miner 
May 7 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

REYNOLDS, JOHN, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Baker May 7 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

RoDERICK, DAVID MORGAN, Ystradgynlais, Brecon, 
Painter May7at1l Off Rec, Government b.dgs, st 
Mary’s st, Swansea 

SHARPLEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Mangotsfield, nr Bristo} 
May 7at12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin s:, Bristol 

STANDING, ERNEST, Basinghail st May 7 atl Bank- 
raptcy bidgs, Carey st 

THOMAS, JOHN, Abzsraman, Aberdare, Glam, Collier May 
8 at 2.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's chabrs, St Catherine 
at, Pontypridd 

THOMPSON, ALBERT ARTHUR, Luton, Commercial Traveller 
May 8 at 10.45 Court House, Luzon 

WARBRILOW, JAMES BAKFWA&LL, Chippenham, Wilts, Cycle 
Agent May 7 at 11.45 Of Kec, 24, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

WESTGARTH, CHRISTOPHER, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Licensed Victualler Msy Satll Off Rec, 39, Mosley 
st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

WHITEHEAD, H VAUGHAN, Regent st, Solicitor May 14 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILDe, WILLIAM,’ Elliotstown, New Tredegar, Mon, Coal 
Miner May 7 at 11 Of Rec, 144, Commercial st, 
Newport. Mon 

WILK&s, JAMES EDWARD, Chadderton, Lanca, Carter May 
9at 10.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oliham 








(HE INSTITUTE OF SHORTHAND 
WRITERS, 

The attention of the Legal Profession is directed to the 
fact that Members of the Institute of Shorthand Writers 
practising in the Supreme Coart of Judicature are not 

rmitted to issue advertisements or circulars soliciting 

asiness. A List of the Members will be found at 
page 1644 of the “ Law List,” 1913. 
A. TREMAINE WRIGHT, Secrstary. 

33, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


ONDON_ SOLICITOR’ practice, 


established upwards of 20 years, with suburban 
professional residence, for Sale, or exchange for small 
practice, share, or succession in Devon or adjaceat coun- 
ties; preliminary engagement entertained.—Fiar, c.o. 
“ Boticitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancsry-iane, W.C. 


To BE LET OR SOLD, several good 
Saites of Chambers ia 
NEW SQUARE, 
LINCOLN’s INN. 


For particulars apply, Messrs. Eccoart, 40, Chancery - 
lane, W.C. 


Ww.c, 
INCOLN’S INN FIELDS. — Light 
4 Grounod-floor Suite of Professional Offices to be Let 
from 24th June.—Apply, Roasrs & Coargzs, Surveyors, 
68, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


moO TRUSTEES AND OL HERS.—Cardiff, 
£200 per annum ; Bristol, £300 per annum; two 

first-class lots Freeaold Ground Rents, one with Reversion 

81 years, for Sale to pay 4}.—C. J. Hour & Sons, Bristol. 


FFICES TO LET, Furnished or Un- 

furnished ; suitable for North London offices of 

Solicitor; opposits station; rent 168,—Apply, Hagreas, 
Lep., 268, Holloway-road. 


Now Ready. Royal 8vo, Price 6/- net. 


INCOME TAX. 


A concise exposition of the Law and Practice thereof, 
with instructions a3 to filling up and recurning tie 
necessary forms, to which is prefixed a shor: thesis on 
direct and indirect YVaxation, with Forms. By THOS, C. 
JARVIS, b.A. LL.B, Barrister-at-Law. 


London: EFFINGHAM WILSON, 54, Threadneedle St., E.C. 
wWwamnrmD :— 


OFFERED FOR THE LAW 
30/- JOURNAL REPORTS, 1894. 
P.ease Address — 


The years 1886, 1888, 1891 an! 1895 
also required. 
THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 
Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books, 
57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


PATENT-RIGHTS; 
THEIR ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE: 
A Concise Summary of the Principal Facts with which 
Inventors, Manufacturers and others, interested in the 
Protection of Inventions, should be acquainted. 
By G. G. M. HARDINGHAM, 
Mem. Inst. M.E., Assoc. Mem. Inst. C.E,, Fat. Cu, Inet. P.A. 
CROSBY LOCKWOOD & SON, 
7, STATIONERS’ HALL Court, LONDON, E.C. 
Revised Edition, price 1s. 6d.; by post, 1s. 8d. 



































